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Amendment I. Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or 
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the 
people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a 
redress of grievances. 


Amendment II. a well-regulated militia being necessary to 
the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed. 


Amendment TTI. No soldier shall, in time of peace, be 
quartered in any house, without the consent of the owner, nor in 
time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law. 


Amendment IV. the right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects against unreasonable searches 
and seizures shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issue, 
but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and 
particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 


Amendment V. x6 person shall be held to answer for a 
capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or 
indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising in the land or 
naval forces, or in the militia, when in actual service in time of war 
or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offense 
to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in 
any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of 


life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private 
property be taken for public use, without just compensation. 


Amendment VI. in al criminal prosecutions the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial 
jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall have been 
committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by 
law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; 
to be confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory 
process for obtain-ing witnesses in his favor, and to have the 
assistance of counsel for his defense. 


Amendment VII. I suits at common law, where the 
vatue in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by 
jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury shall be otherwise 
re-examined in any court of the United States, than according to the 
rules of the common law. 


Amendment VIII. Excessive bail shall not be required, nor 


excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 


AmendmentIX. The enumeration in the Constitution, of 
certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others 
retained by the people. 


Amendment X. the powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are 
reserved to the states respectively, or to the people. 
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POLITICS 

Will the New Congress Rein In Obama? 

by Thomas R. Eddlem — With President Obama sending troops to 
war in defiance of Congress, granting amnesty, and spending money 
on foreign aid, can the new Congress rein in the runaway executive? 


NATION 


Rioting for a Reason: 

Civil Unrest and Political Opportunity 

by William F. Jasper — \t’s not coincidence that at protests around 
the country, where marchers and rioters vent about recent killings 
of blacks, they have the same chants, slogans, and T-shirts. 


WORLD 


UN Exploits Pseudo-“Human Rights” 

to Attack U.S. 

by Alex Newman — Using the deaths of Eric Garner, Michael 
Brown, and Trayvon Martin, the UN is trying to exert control over 
U.S. laws and treaties and individual rights — not for the better. 


DVD REVIEW 
Wait Till It’s Free 


by Christian Gomez — This documentary answers Michael 
Moore’s movie Sicko, which hailed socialized medicine. Wait Till 
It’s Free points out the genesis of the problems in healthcare, and 
the solutions. 


HISTORY — PAST AND PERSPECTIVE 

Libel: Warren Harding Was Our Worst President 
by Steve Byas — President Warren Harding is often condemned by 
historians as a corrupt, incompetent president — odd for a man 
who was respected and praised for honesty while alive. 
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Abolish the EPA 

by William F Jasper 
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Arm ISIS for Peace? 


Globalists say a new world order con- 
sisting of international peace and secu- 
rity with no wars will happen because 
countries give up their sovereignty to re- 
gional governments such as the European 
Union. 

So the Council on Foreign Relations 
(CFR) is calling for a Middle Eastern 
Union regional government to control 
“800 million people from Pakistan to 
Morocco under a single regime with a 
single euro-style currency.” 

Of course, to provide for the new order, 
they would have to get rid of dictators 
who are not willing to go along with in- 
ternational control by the regional “com- 
munity of nations.” 

Oh well, they already got the rich 
Americans to invade Iraq and bomb 
Libya, and if Syria doesn’t finally agree 
to the Middle Eastern Union, maybe glo- 
balists can convince Americans to invade 
Syria, as their agent Senator John Mc- 
Cain (CFR) has been demanding. 

It would really help the new world 
order if there were a terrorist group that 
all Middle East countries could unite 
against, so they will give up their sover- 
eignty for safety and stability. Cue ISIS! 

Let’s see, the UN war in Iraq left mili- 
tary equipment for ISIS to use in taking 
over oil fields Iraq is too weak to pro- 
tect. In fact, U.S. aid is helping to fund 
ISIS right now, and U.S. Secretary of 
Defense Chuck Hagel (CFR) has now 
been officially notified that we have 
been funding our Middle East enemies 
for years. 

As the old order of dictators is de- 
stroyed, and the resulting wars and chaos 
kill off and demoralize patriotic Muslim 
majorities and Christian minorities, all 
Middle Eastern peoples will be ready 
for a new world order of global regional 
governance. 

Is that what President George H.W. 
Bush (CFR) meant on 9/11/90, when an- 
nouncing UN authorization justified war 
against Iraq as follows: “Out of these 
troubled times, our fifth objective — a 
new world order — can emerge. We are 
now in sight of a United Nations that per- 
forms as envisioned by its founders.” 

Maybe Saddam Hussein didn’t get the 
message. Maybe he and others did not 
understand how influential the 93-year- 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


old CFR and its CFR global affiliates are, 
and were not willing to do whatever the 
CFR wanted, when they were told by the 
likes of former Secretary of State Hil- 
lary Clinton to obey the plan. Hillary, 
whose husband and daughter are CFR 
members, gave the CFR its due when 
she said the CFR is the U.S. State De- 
partment’s “mother-ship,” and the U.S. 
State Department looks to the CFR “to 
be told what we should be doing and how 
we should think.” Hillary appears to be 
willing to do whatever it takes to further 
the CFR goal of “global governance” 
through regional governments such as 
the European Union, Middle Eastern 
Union, African Union, and North Ameri- 
can Union (NAU). 

Since WWII, most U.S. secretaries of 
state and defense have been CFR mem- 
bers, so it should be no surprise, espe- 
cially since the CFR is now openly call- 
ing for it, that the goal of U.S. foreign 
policy from Libya to Iraq to Afghanistan 
is to create a Middle Eastern Union for 
complete regional global government just 
like the European Union now has. 

For those of us who don’t wish to be 
ruled by virtually unaccountable globalist 
elites, all we need to do to stop the CFR’s 
new world order — built through region- 
al governments — is to inform enough 
Americans. 

We saw success with this method when 
President Bush in 2005 started negotiat- 
ing for a North American Union with 
Canada and Mexico; we got about 36 
state legislatures to consider resolutions 
against the NAU, and there was enough 
educational work done to considerably 
slow down the NAU. 

Of course, the CFR will fight back. It 
will likely use the ISIS attack in Canada to 
revive the NAU, which President Obama 
now calls the North American Leaders’ 
Summit. In 2012, President Obama al- 
ready agreed to allow armed forces of 
Canada and Mexico to enter the United 
States during a national emergency. 

BRAD BAKER 
Sent via e-mail 


Send your letters to: THE NEw AMERICAN, P.O. 
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail: 
editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to vol- 
ume received, not all letters can be answered. 
Letters may be edited for space and clarity. 
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ObamaCare Shuttering Hospitals and Free Clinics 


Across the nation, ObamaCare is causing hospitals to close or to 
downsize, free clinics to shut down, and healthcare — when it 
can be obtained at all — to be delivered slowly or even rationed. 

The expansion of Medicaid — the primary means of widening 
coverage under the ACA — is the main cause of these woes. The 
federal government simply doesn’t reimburse providers enough 
to make treating Medicaid patients worthwhile. Medicare, too, 
underpays providers, and its rolls are growing by the day as the 
Baby Boomers reach age 65. 

“Whereas private insurance might pay the surgeon $4,500 for 
a spinal surgery (my specialty), Medicare paid less than $1,200,” 
Lee Hieb, M.D., recounts in her forthcoming book, Surviving the 


Medical Meltdown: Your Guide to Living Through the Disaster 
of Obamacare. 

“The result is predictable: economic failure of hospitals and 
physician practices that have become dependent on government 
payment for large segments of their population,” Hieb writes. 
“The hospitals and offices that will close are those with the least 
private insurance.” 

Smaller hospitals in poorer areas, which have a high concen- 
tration of Medicaid patients, are already beginning to shut their 
doors. In a December 14 article for WND, Paul Bremmer re- 
ported that in 2013, 18 acute-care hospitals in the United States 
closed, and “at least 12 more hospitals have closed this year in 
rural areas alone,” with more to come. 

Furthermore, Hieb notes, “in areas where fewer and fewer 
physicians remain, it is very difficult to recruit new physicians to 
the job — since the new docs do not want to be forced to cover 
impossible patient loads. Around the country, there are already 
these medical ‘black holes’ — areas without coverage for certain 
specialties.” 

In the past, those unable to obtain care from local providers — 
usually because they couldn’t afford it — could still get free or 
low-cost treatment at some clinics. ObamaCare, however, has hit 
Americans with a double whammy: While hospitals are closing 
or downsizing, many of these clinics are also disappearing, leav- 
ing people in poor and rural areas with even fewer opportunities 
to obtain care. 


Obama Hides Executive Abuses by Calling Decrees “Memoranda” 


Despite promising repeatedly on the campaign trail to rein in 
George W. Bush’s executive-branch usurpations of power, 
Obama has been spewing a particular type of unconstitutional 
decree at a rate unprecedented in U.S. history. While the Obama 
administration has indeed unleashed a full-throated attack on the 
Constitution using “executive orders,” even more of his decrees 
have come in the form of so-called presidential memoranda — a 
type of executive action almost identical to an executive order 
that he has used more than any previous U.S. president, according 
to a review published December 16 by USA Today. 

Since taking office, Obama has issued 198 decrees via mem- 
oranda, along with 195 executive orders. Among other policy 
areas, Obama’s memoranda edicts have been used to set policy 
on gun control, immigration, labor, and much more. In Decem- 
ber, for instance, Obama issued a memoranda decree purporting 
to declare Bristol Bay in Alaska off limits to oil and gas ex- 
ploration — locking up vast quantities of American wealth and 
resources using his now-infamous and brazenly unconstitutional 
“pen and phone.” 

“Like executive orders, presidential memoranda don’t require 
action by Congress,” reported USA Today as part of its inves- 
tigation into Obama’s decrees. “They have the same force of 
law as executive orders and often have consequences just as far- 
reaching. And some of the most significant actions of the Obama 


presidency have come not by executive order but by presidential 
memoranda.” 

The solution to the imperial decrees and pretended acts of leg- 
islation from the White House is simple: Congress must refuse to 
fund them. However, despite being elected on a wave of popular 
outrage against the Obama administration’s usurpations of power, 
lawmakers on both sides of the aisle recently voted to fund virtu- 
ally all of the White House’s illegal decrees through next Sep- 
tember. The only way to put a stop to the scheming will be for an 
educated American electorate to hold their elected representatives 
accountable to the oath they swore, with a hand on the Bible, to 
uphold the U.S. Constitution. 


Government Statistics: 65 Percent of Children Receive Federal Aid 


A Census Bureau report released in December entitled “Nativity, 
and Family Transitions: 2011 (Selected Indicators of Child Well- 
Being)” indicated that 65 percent of American children lived in 
households receiving aid from one or more federal programs, as 
of the fall of 2011. 

Terence Jeffrey, who commented on the report for CNSNews. 
com, observed: “How to be dependent on government is now one 
of the earliest life lessons America is teaching nearly a superma- 
jority of children.” 

In addition to figures showing the number of children depen- 
dent on federal aid, the census report also provided statistics re- 
lated to the makeup of American families and how such family 
structures relate to poverty. For example, a lower percentage of 
children living in a married-couple family lived below poverty 
(14 percent) compared to children living with two unmarried par- 
ents (37 percent) or with a single mother or father (41 percent). 
The economic status of children living with cohabiting parents 
more closely resembled single-parent families. Children living 
with single parents were more likely to be in poverty compared 
to children living with two unmarried parents (41 percent and 37 
percent, respectively). Almost half of children living with two 
married parents lived in a family with monthly incomes at or 
above 300 percent of poverty. 

When a household falls below the official poverty level, the 


chances that it will qualify for, apply for, and receive federal 
benefits increase proportionately, impacting not only the house- 
hold itself, but also the burden on taxpayers footing the bill for 
all these federal programs. The traditional family not only makes 
good moral and cultural sense and improves the quality of life of 
children raised in it — it makes good economic sense, as well. 

The federal government inevitably controls what it finances. 
There is no provision in the Constitution for the federal govern- 
ment to be involved in fighting poverty or any other social prob- 
lem. Such social maladies are best cured by private charities or, 
if government is involved at all, only at the local level. 
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UN Ridiculed Over Non-binding “Climate” Deal in Peru 


Under the guise of stopping alleged man-made global warm- 
ing, the United Nations and its largely autocratic member 
regimes agreed December 14 to a “historic” deal to reduce 
human emissions of CO). Meeting in Lima, Peru, thousands of 
“climate” dignitaries representing more than 190 governments 
and dictators agreed to the non-binding UN scheme, widely 
ridiculed as “toothless.” Among other elements, the deal calls 


for the extraction of even more wealth from Western taxpayers 
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to fund Third World regimes, while prodding governments to 
force humanity to reduce its “carbon footprint.” 

Of course, climate alarmists, warming theorists, and other 
catastrophists complained that the emerging UN CO, regime 
does not legally “bind” any government to make reductions in 
CO, emissions. Others described the scheme as a face-saving 
measure because no government is legally obligated to cut the 
CO), output of those it rules. 

Under the scheme agreed to at Lima, participating national 
governments and dictatorships will be expected to produce a list 
of policy schemes they will impose on their subjects. Govern- 
ments ruling over “rich” nations, for example, are “urged” by 
the agreement to outline plans to fork over huge sums of glob- 
al-warming reparations (read: bribes) from taxpayers to Third 
World dictators and regimes that have kept their populations in 
poverty — $100 billion per year by 2020, to be precise. “Rich” 
governments are also supposed to produce plans to slash the car- 
bon emissions produced by the populations they rule by next 
year. 

As the UN climate circus prepares to move on to Paris in the 
fall of this year, U.S. lawmakers must remain on high alert. In the 
likely case that the UN and the Obama administration make fur- 
ther progress or attempts in their unlawful plot to impose further 
climate tyranny on the American people, Congress must step in 
to protect the public. In the meantime, undoing Obama’s climate 
decrees should be a top priority for lawmakers. 


Former Judge Turned Judicial Analyst 
Urges Impeachment to Deal With Rogue President 

“We have a lawless president who is saying to five million people, “You 
want to stay here? Do A, B, C, D and E.’ Where did the A, B, C, D and 
Ecome from?” 

Now a columnist with WorldNetDaily, Andrew Napolitano believes that 5 
impeachment is the only recourse to deal with the president’s unconsti- Andrew 


tutional activity. Napolitano 
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Americans Named in the Torture Report Could Be Prosecuted Abroad 
“If I am someone implicated in the torture report, I am thinking twice about traveling to Europe 
anytime soon.” 

Referring to the UN’s International Convention on Torture, which the United States has ratified, Ameri- 
can University law professor Steve Vladeck believes there could be prosecution of Americans by a 
United Nations court. 


Comments About President’s Daughters Gain More Network Coverage 

Than ObamaCare Creator’s Labeling Americans “Stupid Voters” 

“The networks rushed to cover a Hill staffer’s silly comments on Facebook, but waited more than a 
week to cover Jonathan Gruber’s serious admission that voters were deceived about a policy that affects 
every American.” 


Claiming to be America’s media watchdog, the Media Research Center 
found that the major networks (ABC, CBS, and NBC) gave twice the 
coverage to Facebook’s posting of Elizabeth Lauten’s remarks than they 
gave to Jonathan Gruber’s revealing comments. 


Obama’s Amnesty Scheme Not Even an Executive Order 

“We don’t even have a really significant, direct, legal direction that we 
can ascertain precisely what the president is doing. It’s a stunning event 
in my view.” 

Noting that President Obama has stated “more than 20 times” over re- 
cent years that he does not have the authority to make a law with a memo, 
ae ye = Senator Jeff Sessions (R-Ala. ) added that all of the benefits now available 

to illegal immigrants had been rejected by Congress. 
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Refusal to Bake a Cake for a Same-sex Couple Lands the Baker in Court 

“T do like doing the wedding cakes. But I don’t like having the government tell me which ones I can 
make and which ones I can’t make, and trying to control that part of my life.” 

When Jack Phillips, the owner of Masterpiece Cakeshop in Lakewood, Colorado, refused to create a 
cake for a homosexual male couple celebrating their “wedding,” the Colorado Civil Rights Commission 
dragged him into court. 


Use of Torture Could Endanger Many Americans 

“Now we have American hostages in orange jumpsuits because we put 
people in orange jumpsuits. We played into the enemy’s hand.” 

A former FBI agent who argued against the CIA’s interrogation tactics, 
Ali Soufan thinks the beheading of several Americans by ISIS is retali- 
ation for the treatment given prisoners held at Guantanamo Bay’s jail. 


GOP Backing of Federal Funding Angers Some in Congress 
“Voters were loud and clear that they wanted Republicans to act boldly 
against the President’s unlawful unilateral actions. This legislation failed 
to stop this unconstitutional encroachment.” 
A $1.1 trillion spending bill passed in the House by a vote of 216 to 206. 
Representative Jeff Duncan (R-S.C.) was one of only 16 Republicans who 
bucked GOP leadership and voted against the 1,600-page measure. 

— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANus 
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With President Obama sending troops to war in defiance of Congress, granting amnesty, 
and spending money on foreign aid, can the new Congress rein in the runaway executive? 
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police, but centralized power at the top is the problem and not the solution. 


by Thomas R. Eddlem 


resident Obama boldly announced 
P the creation of a massive new fed- 

eral spending program by execu- 
tive order — a decree that would create 
an expensive new federal aid program to 
local police agencies — on December 1 
in remarks from the Eisenhower Execu- 
tive Office Building: 


I’m going to be proposing some new 
community policing initiatives that 
will significantly expand funding and 
training for local law enforcement, 
including up to 50,000 additional 
body-worn cameras for law enforce- 
ment agencies. And I look forward to 
working with Congress to make sure 
that in addition to what I can do ad- 
ministratively with the resources that 
we’ve already gotten, that we are 
in a conversation with law enforce- 
ment that wants to do the right thing 
to make sure that they’re adequately 
resourced for the training and the 
technology that can enhance trust 
between communities and police. 


By “proposing,” Obama’s spokesmen later 
revealed, he essentially meant enact and 
spend. While more accountability for local 
police to their local elected officials is an 
objectively good end, the centralist means 
by which this program was created makes 
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it highly objectionable. First, local police 
agencies are fully capable of funding the 
purchase of these devices; indeed, they 
would get the money for the purchase of 
cameras from the same place as the federal 
government: the American taxpayer. It’s 
not as if the federal government can pull 
wealth out of a void that is inaccessible to 
state and local governments and apply it to 
presidential wishlists. 

And more important than the issue of 
federalism and decentralization is that 
Obama would fund the program exclu- 
sively by executive fiat. The Washing- 
ton, D.C., newspaper The Hill noted that 
Obama’s new local police program would 
cost taxpayers some $263 million over 
three years ($75 million of which would 
purchase the cameras), all spent without 
so much as a “by your leave” from Con- 
gress. Sure, Obama talked about working 
with Congress in the speech excerpted 
above. But he also made abundantly 
clear the new program would spend the 
specified money whether Congress sent 


ry 


Police-cam panacea? President Obama has promoted the idea of issuing police cameras by executive order as a panacea for the militarization of 


him additional funds or not. Obama es- 
sentially announced he had found $263 
million under the seat cushions of the 
White House couch that he could spend 
at whim. 

Obama’s police camera announcement 
brings up a critical question: If the presi- 
dent can create this new program to spend 
hundreds of millions of dollars out of thin 
air without any consent from Congress, 
then why couldn’t the president create 
other extra-constitutional programs out of 
thin air, costing hundreds of millions and 
perhaps hundreds of billions more? And 
if that’s the case, what need is there for 
Congress? 

Of course, under the U.S. Constitu- 
tion, Congress controls the purse strings 
by appropriating the funds and specifying 
the purpose. But will Congress exercise 
this power to rein in a rogue president? 
Or will the president tame Congress by 
threatening to veto appropriation bills not 
to his liking — and then blame Congress 
for the resultant government shutdown? 


The Washington, D.C., newspaper The Hill noted 
that Obama’s new local police program would cost 
taxpayers some $263 million over three years ($75 
million of which would purchase the cameras), all 
spent without So much as a “by your leave” from 


Congress. 
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a STORY 


The reality is that past executive orders on 
immigration were largely done in line with the will 

of Congress and the context of the law as written, 
whereas Obama's decree was made in direct and 
open defiance of the Republican-dominated Congress. 


Republican congressional leadership 
rhetoric has changed only a little since 
the elections. “There’s not going to be a 
government shutdown,” incoming Senate 
Majority Leader Mitch McConnell (R- 
Ky.) was still saying during a December 
3 meeting at the White House with Presi- 
dent Obama, an almost identical state- 
ment to what he said after the elections. 
But McConnell also remarked in an inter- 
view with the Wall Street Journal Decem- 
ber 2: “The president has been way out 
of line with his executive amnesty, [but] 
shutting down the government is not the 
way to respond.” 


The Immigration Dare 

McConnell’s remarks to the Wall Street 
Journal were directed specifically at 
Obama’s bold executive order putatively 
granting legal status to some 4.5 million 
illegal aliens, a direct contravention to 
Obama’s responsibility under Article II 
of the U.S. Constitution to “take care that 
the laws be faithfully executed.” Obama’s 
“deal” — announced in the wake of a 
post-election defeat of his party in a No- 
vember 20 nationally televised address 
— would promise no deportations for 
illegal immigrants who have been long- 
time residents of the United States or who 
are family members of legal residents or 
citizens, provided the illegal immigrants 
pay about $500 in fines and do not have 
any criminal record (other than breaking 
border laws): 


So we’re going to offer the follow- 
ing deal: If you’ve been in America 
for more than five years; if you have 
children who are American citizens 
or legal residents; if you register, 
pass a criminal background check, 
and you’re willing to pay your fair 
share of taxes — you'll be able to 
apply to stay in this country tempo- 
rarily without fear of deportation. 
You can come out of the shadows 


and get right with the law. That’s 
what this deal is. 


While Obama claimed he had the discre- 
tionary authority under the law as presi- 
dent to implement his executive order 
“deal,” and likewise claimed that past 
presidents had issued similar executive 
orders, nothing could be further from the 
truth. The reality is that past executive 
orders on immigration were largely done 
in line with the will of Congress and the 
context of the law as written, whereas 
Obama’s decree was made in direct and 
open defiance of the Republican-domi- 
nated Congress. Within a week, Obama 
had essentially admitted in public he had 
usurped legislative authority by changing 
“law.” In a November 25 event on immi- 
gration, Obama stated: 
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Now, you’re absolutely right that 
there have been significant numbers 
of deportations. That’s true. But 
what you’re not paying attention to 
is the fact that I just took action to 
change the law. 


Of course, Article I, Section 1, Clause 1 of 
the U.S. Constitution guarantees “all law- 
making power” to the Congress, not the 
presidency. 

It’s unclear if McConnell will make 
good on his promise to avoid a partial 
government shutdown over the next two 
years, given the broad unilateral demands 
on spending made by the executive 
branch in recent years. “By any objective 
standard the President got crushed in this 
election,” McConnell told the Wall Street 
Journal December 2. “So I’ve been per- 
plexed by the reaction since the election, 
this sort of in-your-face dramatic move 
to the left.” But while McConnell has 
limited himself to harsh statements to the 
press, the Republican-controlled House 
of Representatives has already acted. The 
House of Representatives passed H.R. 
5759, a bill that would declare that Presi- 
dent Obama’s executive order “shall be 


Will Mitch McConnell sell out? The incoming Senate majority leader claimed he would avoid a 
government shutdown before he even heard what President Obama was willing to accept in terms 
of spending cuts. So what type of progress can be expected in the form of less government from 


the new Republican U.S. Senate? 
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null and void and without legal effect,” 
by a vote of 219 to 197 on December 4. 
The House vote could perhaps be also 
seen as largely symbolic, as the legisla- 
tion was doomed in the lame-duck U.S. 
Senate session still controlled by Demo- 
crats and could not have been sustained 
over a likely presidential veto. 


Executive Wars 

For the past two years, President Obama 
has engaged in a similarly bold plan of 
action to usurp Congress’ exclusive con- 
stitutional power to declare war. The U.S. 
Constitution grants the president no power 
to initiate a war, and reserves that power 
solely to Congress. In the words of that 
great exponent of executive power, Alex- 
ander Hamilton, “War is a question, under 
our Constitution, not of executive, but of 
legislative cognizance. It belongs to Con- 
gress to say — whether the nation shall of 
choice dismiss the olive branch and unfurl 
the banners of war.” 

Yet President Obama has started his 
own new wars in Syria, Libya, and Iraq 
without congressional approval, and in- 
deed, in reaction to deliberate refusal of 
Congress to grant authority to engage in 
war against those nations. These wars are 
in direct contravention of both the U.S. 
Constitution (the first article of which 
reserves to Congress alone the power “to 
declare war”) and the 1973 War Powers 
Resolution law. These wars have already 
cost tens of billions of dollars, and the 
funds were committed without the consent 
— and, at first, without even the knowl- 
edge — of Congress. 

Just as Congress has become increas- 
ingly superfluous as the president has 
announced new spending programs un- 
authorized by Congress, so Congress has 
allowed itself to become constitutionally 
unnecessary regarding the war powers the 
Constitution exclusively reserves to the 
House and the Senate. 

Seen in the light of the Democratic 
Party’s drubbing in the 2014 mid-term 
elections, Obama’s executive orders and 
ongoing unilateral wars appear to be a 
dare to Congress to try to impeach him 
on charges of usurpation. Moreover, the 
move to give clemency to some 4.5 mil- 
lion mostly Hispanic immigrants was a 
blatant pander to increase Democratic 
Party support from America’s fastest- 
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Immigration executive order: President Obama promised immigrants that they can “get right 
with the law” in his national address, but his power to pardon cannot constitutionally make an 


illegal immigrant legal. 


growing voter bloc. Obama sent the 
apparently perfect political dare to Re- 
publicans, essentially saying to them: “I 
don’t care if you won the mid-term elec- 
tions. Go ahead and try to impeach me 
for giving mercy to poor immigrants and 
you will look like anti-Hispanic nativists 
during the 2016 elections. Go ahead and 
impeach me for opposing police cameras, 
and you will look like racists who want 
cops to kill black people at whim, and 
without consequences. Go ahead and im- 
peach me for fighting wars, and you will 
look like unpatriotic wimps to the voters 
in 2016.” 

President Obama has clearly set the 
tone for the Democratic Party’s 2016 elec- 
tion message. 


Who Will Control Federal Spending? 

Article I, Section 9 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion guarantees Congress sole power over 
federal spending. The official website of 
the House of Representatives notes that 
originally Congress approved all federal 
spending on an annual basis. “The House 
Committee on Ways and Means, which 
also had jurisdiction over tax policy, 
controlled the appropriations process. 
But legislation and funding were always 
kept separate. Priorities were spelled out 
in one law and money appropriated for 
those priorities in another. This has re- 
mained the practice, as substantive com- 
mittees design authorization acts and the 


House and Senate Appropriation Com- 
mittees fund authorized programs later. 
Indeed, there are laws and parliamentary 
rules against making new law in appro- 
priation bills, although such rules are pe- 
riodically waived.” 

The only problem with this distinction 
by the official U.S. House of Representa- 
tives website is that the process has largely 
changed. In recent years, authorization 
bills typically have indefinite appropria- 
tions in them, putting programs such as 
ObamaCare on what is essentially finan- 
cial autopilot. 

ObamaCare would ordinarily find itself 
under the budgetary knife by a more con- 
servative Congress, especially in the wake 
of the election results and recent revelations 
about remarks by ObamaCare architect Jon- 
athan Gruber. “They proposed it and that 
passed,” Gruber told a group at Washington 
University at St. Louis in 2013, “because 
the American people are too stupid to under- 
stand the difference.” Back in 2012, Gruber 
similarly told an Honors Colloquium at the 
University of Rhode Island that ObamaCare 
was passed by “a very clever, you know, 
basic exploitation of the lack of economic 
understanding of the American voter.” 

In addition, the Obama administra- 
tion was found to have inflated the en- 
rollment numbers for ObamaCare by 
400,000 by counting dental plan enroll- 
ments as health insurance. Senator Ted 
Cruz (R-Texas) led the charge to repeal 
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Jonathan Gruber: The ObamaCare architect admitted to audiences in 2012 and 2013 
about ObamaCare: “It’s a very clever, you know, basic exploitation of the lack of economic 
understanding of the American voter”: and “[Democrat officials] proposed it and that passed, 


because the American people are too stupid to understand the difference.” 


President Obama has 
Started his own new wars 
in Syria, Libya, and Iraq 
without Congressional 
approval, and indeed, 

in reaction to deliberate 
refusal of Congress to 
grant authority to engage in 
war against those nations. 


ing congressional Democrats stand by the 
president’s signature legislative accom- 
plishment. More likely would be piece- 
meal repeals embedded in other spending 
bills, a tactic hinted at by Mitch McConnell, 
which Obama could be forced to sign to win 
spending for his other budgetary priorities. 

Obama has sought funding for his vari- 
ous foreign aid programs in the lame-duck 
congressional session. ABC News reported 


ObamaCare in the last Congress, and has 
suggested it may be more successful in 
the next Congress. And just about every 
Republican member of Congress — both 
those incoming freshmen and those re- 
elected veterans — were elected on a 
campaign to repeal ObamaCare. 


Whither ObamaCare? 

Despite these clearly favorable political 
conditions for a full repeal of Obama- 
Care, it’s unclear if it can be defunded by 


Congress without overcoming an Obama 
veto. About 98-99 percent of ObamaCare 
is “mandatory” spending, meaning that 
nearly all spending on the program is au- 
tomatically approved from year-to-year 
without a congressional vote. To the con- 
trary, it takes an affirmative act of the leg- 
islature — an act that can be vetoed by the 
White House — to cut annual funding for 
most of the program. 

That means Obama would likely have 
to sign off on a full-blown repeal, assum- 


November 30 that “Obama also is request- 
ing more than $5 billion to pay for sending 
additional noncombat troops and munitions 
to Iraq and cover other military and intel- 
ligence costs associated with fighting the 
militants. He wants $6.2 billion to tackle 
Ebola at its source in West Africa and to 
secure the United States against any pos- 
sible outbreak. Also pending is a $3.7 bil- 
lion request to address the immigrant chil- 
dren.” Each of these programs will need to 
be funded by Congress in subsequent years, 


sovereignty-compromising Managed Trade as “Free Trade” 


by Thomas R. Eddlem 


Ky.) told the Washington Post November 5 that there were 

several areas in which he expected the Obama administra- 
tion and the new Republican Congress could find agreement 
in January. According to the Post, “Republicans dangled the 
prospect of fast-track trade agreements and sweeping tax re- 
form as potential areas of agreement during Obama’s waning 
days in office.” McConnell also hinted at this in a December 
2 interview with the Wall Street Journal. But constitutional- 
ists have objected to multilateral trade agreements such as 
NAFTA, the WTO (both already adopted), and the proposed 


| Es: Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell (R- 
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Trans-Pacific Partnership as merely government-managed 
trade rather than free trade, and have concerns about the com- 
promises made to national sovereignty by the enforcement 
mechanisms such multilateral bodies set up. 

“At the national level, the issue is trade,” Art Thompson, CEO 
of The John Birch Society, noted, expressing concerns that the 
United States could be sacrificing national sovereignty in order to 
lower a tax that the founding generation preferred to use to fund 
the entire federal government. Moreover, most of these agree- 
ments are made without the type of advice and consent from the 
legislative branch that the Founding Fathers would have insisted 
upon; most are approved after Congress adopts “fast-track” reso- 
lutions banning amendments to the agreements. li 


THE NEW AMERICAN ¢ JANUARY 19, 2015 


= 


AP Images 


Massie’s hon mot: Constitutionalist Representative Thomas Massie (R-Ky.) quipped in an 
interview with ObamaCare architect Jonathan Gruber — who claimed “the American people are 
too stupid to understand” ObamaCare — that “my colleagues on the Democratic side of the aisle 
are upset with you simply because you committed candor. You said what they thought.” 


and the question is whether Obama is will- 
ing to risk a partial government shutdown 
if funding for these programs were attached 
to partial ObamaCare repeals. 

The threat of a presidential veto igniting 
another partial government shutdown has 
proven effective in attaining Republican 
surrender in recent decades, such as in the 
1995-96 budget battle between the Repub- 
lican Congress and last year between the 
Republican House and the president and 
the U.S. Senate under Democratic control. 
The math in the new Congress changes a 
little in that now the Republicans could put 
a bill on Obama’s desk for a veto; Harry 
Reid’s Senate Democrats prevented that 
from happening in 2013. Of course, Re- 
publicans fearing a voter push-back over 
a prolonged partial shutdown should take 
heart in the results of the last election. Vot- 
ers hardly took it out on Republicans for 
the 2013 partial shutdown for challenging 
President Obama’s agenda. 

And while it’s possible that the Repub- 
lican House majority could theoretically 
muster the votes to impeach President 
Obama, the two-thirds vote needed for 
Senate conviction would require a dozen 
or more Democratic votes. In other words, 
Obama has only two years left in his presi- 
dency, and he’s being more bold because 
he suspects there’s nothing the Republican 
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Congress can do about it to stop him. 

Certainly, many mainstream Republi- 
cans have already surrendered themselves 
to the view that there’s nothing that can 
be done to stop Obama’s executive order 
on immigration. “The agency [U.S. Citi- 
zenship and Immigration Services] has 
the ability to continue to collect and use 
fees to continue current operations, and 
to expand operations as under a new ex- 
ecutive order, without needing legislative 
approval,” the spokesman for the House 
Appropriations Committee Chairman 
Harold Rogers (R-Ky.) told the Associ- 
ated Press November 20. 


What Can Constitutionalists Do? 
Obama thinks he’s got the legislative end 
sewn up with his veto power and a near- 
majority of Democrats in the U.S. Senate. 
Steven T. Dennis of Roll Call newspaper 
reported November 20, “President Barack 
Obama would veto any legislation hatched 
by Republicans to 
undo his immigra- 
tion executive action 
granting relief to mil- 
lions, according to a 
senior administration ; 
official.” is 
But constitution- 
alist organizations 
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have urged congressmen to be creative 
in reasserting their constitutional powers, 
and urged the American people to remain 
engaged to pressure those congressmen to 
get it done. “Let’s be honest here,” Dan 
Holler, spokesman for Heritage Action for 
America, told Roll Call. “[Lawmakers] 
know how to do whatever they want to do.” 
But congressmen likely won’t do it without 
grassroots pressure from the voters. 

“All constitutionalists and conserva- 
tives should be in contact with their con- 
gressmen right now, in order to counter the 
influence of the globalists and RINOs,” 
John Birch Society CEO Art Thompson 
told THE NEW AMERICAN. “Otherwise we 
will lose them.” 

Americans might lose their congress- 
men largely because most of them have a 
default agenda other than the strict appli- 
cation of the U.S. Constitution, with many 
elected to the U.S. Senate in November 
2014 hostile to the idea of restraining the 
president’s aggressive foreign policy. “It’s 
a neocon takeover” in the U.S. Senate, JBS 
President John McManus told THE NEw 
AMERICAN. Even in the House, McManus 
stated, “[Kevin] McCarthy from Califor- 
nia, who is taking over for [Eric] Cantor, 
is not our kind of guy.” But the election of 
2014 did not bring exclusively bad news. 
“The good thing is that the Liberty Caucus 
with Michigan Republican Justin Amash 
and [Thomas] Massie has grown and that’s 
good,” McManus stated, adding that hope- 
fully “they can start flexing their muscles.” 
But the effectiveness of that muscle flexing 
depends upon continuous citizen pressure 
on Congress through letter writing, person- 
al contact, and community activism, since 
the House Liberty Caucus — led by Amash 
— is still a small minority of perhaps 40-50 
members among the total 244-member 
House Republican Caucus. If Americans 
are to insist upon reining in the runaway 
executive branch and cutting the size and 
scope of the federal government, citizen 
pressure on Congress will be key. Hl 
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RIOTING FOR A REASON: 
Civil Unrest and Political Opportunity 


It’s not coincidence that at protests around the country, 
where marchers and rioters vent about recent killings of 
blacks, there are the same chants, slogans, and T-shirts. 


by William F. Jasper 


“We have nothing to lose but our chains! 
We have nothing to lose but our chains!” 


he chant erupted across the nation 
and around the world at demonstra- 
tions (and riots) in response to a St. 
Louis County grand jury’s decision not to 
indict white police officer Darren Wilson 
in the shooting death of Michael Brown, a 
black man, in Ferguson, Missouri. It was 
heard again following the vote of a New 
York grand jury not to indict a police officer 
in the death of Eric Garner, and again when 
Attorney General Eric Holder addressed a 
crowd in Atlanta, Georgia. 
Is it merely a coincidence, a fluke, that 
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this slogan echoes the most famous lines 
of Karl Marx’s Communist Manifesto? 
“Communists everywhere support every 
revolutionary movement against the ex- 
isting social and political order of things,” 
Marx declared in the concluding lines of 
his revolutionary tract. “The Communists 
disdain to conceal their views and aims,” 
he continued. “They openly declare that 
their ends can be attained only by the forc- 
ible overthrow of all existing social condi- 
tions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a 
Communistic revolution. The proletarians 
have nothing to lose but their chains.... 
Working Men of All Countries, Unite!” 
Communist sloganeers condensed 
and paraphrased Marx’s wordy text into 
a catchier war cry that has accompanied 


tumults, riots, and revolutions on every 
continent since the Manifesto 5 release in 
1848: “Workers of the World, Unite. You 
have nothing to lose but your chains!” 

Do the young, chanting demonstrators 
realize that they are channeling Marx? 
Probably not, but the older revolutionar- 
ies leading them certainly do. In the fore- 
front of the Brown/Garner demonstrations, 
stoking the fires of resentment, race hatred, 
and class warfare, are 1960s veterans of the 
Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), 
the Black Panther Party, the Communist 
Party USA, the Revolutionary Commu- 
nist Party, the Black Radical Congress, the 
Freedom Road Socialist Organization, the 
Organization for Black Struggle, and other 
“peace” and “justice” organizations. 

One of the other new propaganda 
memes in the planned race war that is 
currently unfolding in our cities, “#Black 
Lives Matter,” is, likewise, the product of 
the revolutionary Marxist-Leninists who 
dominate much of academe and that spe- 
cial class of citizens known as “communi- 
ty organizers,” whose political cachet has 
soared under professional “community or- 
ganizer” Barack Obama. The co-creators 
of the #BlackLivesMatter slogan that has 
suddenly appeared on posters, T-shirts, 
Tweets, and protest banners are Patrisse 
Cullors, Alicia Garza, and Opal Tometi, 
three far-left, black, feminist activists who 
idolize communist terrorist revolutionar- 
ies Assata Shakur and Angela Davis, as 
well as the Black Panther Party and the 
Black Liberation Movement. 

Alicia Garza, for instance, writes at 
#blacklivesmatter.com: “When I use As- 
sata’s powerful demand in my organizing 
work, I always begin by sharing where it 
comes from, sharing about Assata’s sig- 
nificance to the Black Liberation Move- 
ment, what it’s [sic] political purpose and 
message is, and why it’s important in our 
context.” Garza provides a hyperlink for 
Assata’s “demand” that takes one to Lib- 
erationInk.org and Assata Shakur’s “We 
have nothing to lose but our chains” quote. 
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So, who is this Assata Shakur, whose 
name is invoked with great reverence and 
increasing frequency among those lead- 
ing the Trayvon Martin/Michael Brown/ 
Eric Garner street protests? Assata Shakur 
(née JoAnne Chesimard) is a convicted 
bank robber/murderer who escaped from 
prison in 1979 and fled to Communist 
Cuba, where she is believed to be still liv- 
ing. Chesimard/Shakur was a leader of the 
Black Liberation Army, an ultra-violent 
splinter faction of the Black Panther Party 
that adopted Marxist-Leninist doctrine 
as interpreted by Mao Tse-tung (China’s 
mass-murdering dictator) as its guiding 
philosophy, and killing police officers 
as its main task. Cop killer/bank robber/ 
fugitive Shakur, who has been a darling 
of the hardcore Marxist-Leninist activists 
for decades, is now being mainstreamed 
as the ideological elder stateswoman for 
the new generations of demonstrators who 
are learning to loot and riot in the name of 
“racial justice” and “social justice.” 

Garza, Cullors, and Tometi, who identify 
themselves as “queer Black women,” are 
given to ranting against an irredeemable 
America that they condemn for alleged 
“genocide,” “racism,” “anti-blackness,” 
“hetero-patriarchy,” and “oppression.” 

Garza, of Oakland, California, is an 
organizer and projects director for the Na- 
tional Domestic Workers Alliance. Tometi 
is the executive director of the Black Alli- 
ance for Just Immigration (BAJD, the Oak- 
land/San Francisco-based radical group 
funded by George Soros, the W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, the Acorn Foundation, the San 
Francisco Foundation, and the Marguerite 
Casey Foundation. Tometi’s BAJI has pro- 
duced a Ferguson Toolkit for use by protest 
organizers and proudly boasts of its role in 
the “Shut It Down for Mike Brown” direct 
action, an illegal blockade that caused a 
shutdown of the Bay Area Rapid Transit’s 
(BART) trans-bay service for two hours 
this past Black Friday. 

Patrisse Cullors leads Dignity and 
Power Now, an anti-police coalition in 
Los Angeles. She was honored by the rad- 
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ical funders at the Tides Foundation with 
their annual Mario Savio Young Activist 
Award, named in honor of the best-known 
leader of the 1964 Free Speech Movement 
at UC Berkeley. 

Cullors, Garza, and Tometi organized 
and led the national Ferguson Freedom 
Ride bus tour that took hundreds of dem- 
onstrators to the St. Louis/Ferguson area 
for months of demonstrations. 

This militant trio at the center of so much 
of the current tumult over policing and 
race draw much of their inspiration from 
mentors Assata Shakur and Angela Davis. 
Davis, like Shakur, was once a Black Pan- 
ther terrorist and a fugitive from the law; 
but, like fellow comrade Bill Ayers, the 
Weather Underground terrorist (and friend 
of Obama), she managed to evade a life 
sentence in prison (and the death penalty) 
and instead was rewarded with lucrative 
book deals and teaching positions at pres- 
tigious universities. She was a top official 
and spokesperson of the Communist Party 
USA, and twice ran as the party’s vice 
presidential candidate. In 1997, Davis an- 
nounced that she is a lesbian. She wrote the 
foreword to Shakur’s self-promotional As- 
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sata: An Autobiography, which is required 
reading in many college black studies and 
feminist studies programs. 

Davis lectures widely, and the byline 
of her frequent columns identifies her as 
“Distinguished Professor Emerita, history 
of consciousness and feminist studies, at 
the University of California, Santa Cruz.” 
In one of her recent rants for The Guard- 
ian, entitled “From Michael Brown to As- 
sata Shakur, the racist state of America 
persists,” the “distinguished” Comrade 
Professor Davis wrote: “Trayvon Martin 
in Florida and Michael Brown in Fergu- 
son, Missouri ... represent an unbroken 
stream of racist violence, both official 
and extra-legal, from slave patrols and the 
Ku Klux Klan, to contemporary profiling 
practices and present-day vigilantes.” 

It is clear from their interviews, writ- 
ings, and speeches that the founding trio 
of #BlackLivesMatter have memorized 
large portions of the Shakur/Davis book 
and absorbed the Marxist-Leninist ide- 
ology. The Garza/Cullors/Tometi team 
spout the Davis/Shakur communist narra- 
tive that America is racist and that every 
time there is a deadly encounter between 
a black American and a non-black police 
officer, it is automatically a case of anti- 
black racist oppression, regardless of the 
facts. Trayvon Martin and Michael Brown 
were “murdered,” goes the narrative, by a 
“racist vigilante” and a “racist cop” and 
exonerated by a “racist system.” They 


Race and revolution: Patrisse Cullors, one of the self-proclaimed “queer Black women” who 
founded #BlackLivesMatter, shown being arrested, in a photo from her website. 
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were “murdered” merely because of their 
“blackness,” because “black lives don’t 
matter” to the “white oppressors” who 
control our society and enforce the injus- 
tice of “white supremacy.” 

It doesn’t matter to them that three au- 
topsy reports, including an independent 
one by Michael Brown’s family and one 
by the Obama/Holder Justice Department, 
support Officer Darren Wilson’s story of 
the event and contradict the claims that 
Brown was shot in the back while running 
away, or that he was shot cold-bloodedly 
while meekly surrendering in the “Hands 
up, don’t shoot” position. It doesn’t mat- 
ter to them that “gentle giant” Michael 
Brown was captured on video engaged 
in the strong-arm robbery (a felony) of 
a convenience store and aggressively in- 
timidating the much smaller storeowner, 
shortly before his encounter with Officer 
Wilson. Those facts (and many others) 
cannot be allowed to cloud the narrative of 
an “unarmed black teen” brutally gunned 
down by a “racist white cop.” It doesn’t 
matter to the professional activists work- 
ing the Trayvon Martin/Michael Brown/ 
Eric Garner cases even if all the facts end 
up contradicting their narrative; they can 
still be depended on to erupt on cue into a 
new round of the communist mantra, “No 
justice, no peace, no racist police.” 


UN International Road Show 
Unfortunately, the Garza/Cullors/Tometi/ 
Shakur/Davis choir is but one ensemble 
in a much larger, well-funded, and highly 
organized Marxist-Leninist chorus. Take, 
for instance, the highly publicized trips of 
the parents of Trayvon Martin and Michael 
Brown to Geneva, Switzerland, to testify 
before the UN Committee on the Elimina- 
tion of Racial Discrimination. The pilgrim- 
age to this forum of the UN’s infamous 
Human Rights Council (comprised of re- 
gimes that are the world’s worst practition- 
ers of oppression, torture, and genocide) 
was arranged, stage-managed, and paid 
for by the U.S. Human Rights Network, a 
coalition of hundreds of extreme-left mili- 
tant groups, including Opal Tometi’s Black 
Alliance for Just Immigration — and the 
National Lawyers Guild (NLG). 

The NLG, which can be counted on 
to be in the forefront of just about every 
anti-American campaign, was described 
in 1950 by the House Committee on Un- 
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Professional agitator: Professor Cornel West (beard, black tie), who works closely with the 
Revolutionary Communist Party, is a regular at protests — and a frequent honored guest of the 


major U.S. media. 


American Activities as “the foremost legal 
bulwark of the Communist Party.” In 1953, 
U.S. Attorney General Herbert Brownell 
denounced the guild as “the legal mouth- 
piece of the Communist Party.” Little has 
changed in that regard; the guild is still a 
staunch defender of Castro’s oppressive 
communist regime in Cuba, still a defend- 
er of terrorists, spies, and rioters — and 
is still receiving hundreds of thousands of 
dollars from the Ford Foundation, and the 
other usual suspects among the liberal-left 
tax-exempt foundations. 

The list goes on and on. Prominent 
Ferguson agitators/commentators/dem- 
onstrators include such seasoned radicals 
as Cornel West, Lisa Fithian, Zaki Baruti, 
Brian Becker, Leith Mullings, Malik Zulu 
Shabazz, Louis Farrakhan (to name but 
a few), and such extremist and subver- 
sive left-wing groups as the Revolution- 
ary Communist Party, Communist Party 
USA, Socialist Workers Party, Nation of 
Islam, New Black Panther Party, Pales- 
tinian Youth Movement, Committees of 
Correspondence, CODEPINK, ANSWER 
Coalition, United for Peace and Justice, 
New Students for a Democratic Society, 
Occupy Wall Street, ACLU, Amnesty In- 
ternational, Institute for Policy Studies — 
and a great many more. But the extremist 


pedigrees and connections are never men- 
tioned when these “activists” are featured 
by CNN, NPR, and NBC, or in the Huf- 
fington Post or the New York Times. 

The same “news” organizations that in- 
vent a vast right-wing conspiracy of racists 
among Tea Party groups have remained 
obstinately blind to the overwhelming in- 
fluence of the Marxist-Leninists, Maoists, 
Trotskyists, and others of the far-left in the 
escalating racial conflict. The same media 
outlets have also failed to mention the sa- 
lient fact that many of the groups on the 
front lines of the demonstrations and riots 
around the country are completely synthet- 
ic AstroTurf, funded by the big tax-exempt 
foundations (Ford, Rockefeller, Soros, et 
al.) that have been funding revolution for 
decades. Most of these groups would not 
even exist without that steady transfusion 
of foundation funding. The funding will 
continue if the groups keep agitating for 
more federal intervention and control over 
local communities, as well as more United 
Nations intervention. 

The globalists at the big foundations 
are about creating and exploiting crises to 
justify breaking down our constitutional 
separation of powers to concentrate and 
centralize power, first at the national level 
and then at the global level. Hi 
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Using the deaths of Eric Garner, 
Michael Brown, and Trayvon 
Martin, the UN is trying to exert 
control over U.S. laws and 
treaties and individual rights — 
not for the better. 


by Alex Newman 


espite the troubles in her coun- 
try, “Elizabeth,” as she became 
known, was an otherwise happy 
13-year-old girl living in the Ivory Coast. 
Then the United Nations’ “peacekeeping” 
troops arrived in her town wearing their 
bright blue helmets — ostensibly to “keep 
the peace.” Rather than protecting the vil- 
lagers, however, the UN forces kidnapped 
and brutally gang-raped young Elizabeth. 
“They grabbed me and threw me to 
the ground and they forced themselves 
on me,” Elizabeth recounted to the BBC 
in 2008. “I tried to escape but there were 
10 of them and I could do nothing.... I 
was terrified. Then they just left me there 
bleeding.” Even though the atrocity, un- 
like most, drew some media attention, no 
action was taken against the UN troops. 
But Elizabeth is merely one child vic- 
tim of the UN among countless others — 
mostly in Africa, but all over the world, 
too. Just in the Ivorian town Toulepleu, 
for example, a poll conducted by the non- 
profit Save the Children revealed that eight 
out of 10 minor girls admitted to regularly 
being raped and forced into sexual acts by 
UN soldiers. Similar horror stories have 
emerged from virtually every nation occu- 
pied by the global body’s “peace” armies. 
More recently, UN troops in Haiti came 
under fire when a group of them video- 
taped themselves savagely gang-raping a 
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It’s a system: While purporting to bring “human rights” to target populations, UN “peacekeeping” 
troops have become notorious worldwide for slaughtering, abusing, and systematically raping 
civilians — including young children. 


teenage boy. The UN brushed it off, along 
with the global outcry that followed. “We 
know that while there is justifiable out- 
rage, there are also some who would use 
this for political ends,” UN deputy envoy 
to Haiti Nigel Fisher told the Associated 
Press. 

Again, though, it was hardly an isolated 
incident, with UN “peace” forces accused 
by reputable sources of systematically 
raping children across the nation — some 
as young as seven years old, according to 
the Haitian Lawyers Leadership Network. 
The overwhelming majority of UN troops 
are never punished for the horrific crimes, 
with the global body generally blaming 
“troop contributing countries” for refus- 
ing to hold anyone accountable. 

In addition to systematic sexual exploi- 
tation of civilians and even young chil- 
dren, UN forces also regularly slaughter 
innocents. In 2011 in the Ivory Coast, the 
UN overthrew the Christian president by 
bombing his forces from the air and back- 
ing Islamist militias on the ground to put in 
power a dictatorial Muslim central banker, 
who promptly shut down the press and 


arrested his critics. Thousands of inno- 
cent Christians were brutally slaughtered 
by the UN and the militias it was back- 
ing during the regime-change operation, 
many hacked to death. The reason for the 
intervention: The UN did not deem that 
country’s elections honest, even though 
the nation’s Supreme Court decided that 
the Christian president had won. 

The UN also set the stage for the blood- 
bath that occurred in Rwanda in 1994, 
when UN “disarmament” bureaucrats 
forcibly disarmed civilians, many of 
whom were later exterminated in a gov- 
ernment-backed genocide. 


Many, if not most, UN atrocities were per- 
petrated under the guise of bringing what 
the global body refers to as “human rights” 
to target populations. Of course, the notion 
of “human rights” sounds great — after 
all, what could be wrong with rights for 
humans? Unbeknownst to average Ameri- 
cans and humanity as a whole, though, is 
that the UN means something very differ- 
ent when it discusses “human rights” than, 
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say, the unalienable, God-given rights en- 
shrined in the U.S. Constitution. 

In the American system, rights such 
as self-defense, free speech, religious 
liberty, trial by jury, privacy, property, 
and gun ownership are endowed by the 
Creator upon every individual — a truth 
that America’s Founding Fathers viewed 
as “self-evident.” Because individuals’ 
human rights come from God, then, they 
cannot be legitimately infringed upon by 
any government. In fact, according to the 
Founders, government was instituted for 
the express purpose of protecting those 
God-given rights from infringement. 

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain un- 
alienable Rights, that among these are Life, 
Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness,” ex- 
plains the American Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, which formally gave birth to 
the independent United States of America. 
“That to secure these rights, Governments 
are instituted among Men.” As Alexander 
Hamilton put it in 1775: “The sacred rights 
of mankind ... are written ... in the whole 
volume of human nature, by the hand of the 
divinity itself; and can never be erased or 
obscured by mortal power.” 

Under the UN’s version of human 
rights, however, “rights” are purportedly 
defined and granted to people by govern- 
ments, treaties, and international organi- 
zations. Even more troubling, perhaps, 
is that they can be restricted or abolished 
by government at will under virtually any 
pretext, as the UN’s own “Universal Dec- 
laration of Human Rights” openly admits. 
And in no case may those alleged “rights” 
be used against the UN. 

Consider Article 29 of the declaration, 
which claims that “everyone shall be sub- 
ject only to such limitations as are deter- 
mined by law solely for the purpose of 
securing due recognition and respect for 
the rights and freedoms of others and of 
meeting the just requirements of morality, 
public order and the general welfare in a 
democratic society.” Yet, separately, the 
same article claims that everyone has “du- 
ties to the community” and that “rights and 
freedoms” may “in no case be exercised 
contrary to the purposes and principles of 
the United Nations.” For perspective, that 
would be like the First Amendment saying 
Congress shall make no law abridging the 
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freedom of speech, unless that speech is 
being used to criticize Congress or other- 
wise makes Congress unhappy. 

Obviously, the two views on human 
rights are incompatible at a basic level. The 
two visions are actually almost opposites. 

Indeed, abundant evidence of how the 
UN views “human rights” can be found 
with a brief examination of the composi- 
tion of the “Human Rights Council,” the 
highest “authority” within the UN system 
on the issue. In November of 2013, the 
outfit selected the most barbaric regimes 
on the planet to sit on the body. Among 
the mass-murdering regimes selected to sit 
on the UN’s self-styled “human rights” en- 
tity, for example, were the communist dic- 
tatorships enslaving the people of China, 
Cuba, and Vietnam. The socialist regime 
in Namibia was selected for the council, 
too, joining the brutal socialist autocracy 
ruling Venezuela that recently disarmed 
law-abiding citizens with UN help. 

Also appointed were the hardline Is- 
lamist tyrants ruling over Algeria and Saudi 
Arabia, which considers converting to 
Christianity a capital offense and continues 
to publicly behead “apostates” and others, 
ISIS-style. If the genocidal mass-murder- 
ing maniac ruling Sudan had not withdrawn 
his bid in the face of a global outcry, his seat 
on the council was all but assured. 

Having the world’s most savage human- 
rights abusers sitting on the UN “human 
rights” apparatus is hardly a new phenom- 
enon. Less than a decade ago, the UN Com- 
mission on Human Rights, which preceded 
the council, was chaired by none other than 


brutal Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi. 

Though the UN “human rights” regime 
has received widespread ridicule and con- 
demnation, Obama rejoined it in 2009. 
Considering the “human rights” track 
records of many of the UN’s member re- 
gimes, it would stand to reason that there 
is plenty of work remaining in advancing 
true human rights. Incredibly, however, 
the global body, widely described by crit- 
ics as the “dictators club,” has revealed 
that it aims to focus in particular on one 
nation: the United States. 

Millions of North Koreans have wast- 
ed or are wasting away in concentration 
camps; Chinese women are commonly 
forced to suffer UN-assisted abortions for 
defying the communist regime’s “one- 
child policy”; and UN troops are regularly 
accused of sex crimes and murder around 
the world. 

Yet the UN finds it in its best inter- 
ests to focus on fixing the United States 
— specifically targeting the governance 
and freedoms provided in the U.S. Con- 
stitution. The primary weapon of attack: 
“human rights.” 


Target #1 — The Judicial System 

The UN exploits instances of perceived 
human rights abuses to shoehorn its way into 
the American political conversation. Most 
recently, as Americans across the political 
spectrum expressed sadness over the tragic 
death of Eric Garner, and debated whether 
Garner or a New York City police officer 
was to blame for Garner’s death — with one 
side saying the police officer choked Garner 


Our boss? UN Secretary-General 
Ban Ki-moon is becoming 
increasingly outspoken when it 
comes to meddling in U.S. affairs, 
now regularly issuing comments 
and demands on American officials 
and the public. 
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to death and the other saying Garner’s be- 
havior caused police to manhandle him — 
UN boss Ban Ki-moon demanded “greater 
accountability” for police. 

The UN regularly interjects its opinions 
into the American scene when race be- 
comes a political issue. Besides the Garner 
incident, the UN has also recently made 
an issue of the Michael Brown shooting 
in Ferguson, Missouri, and the Trayvon 
Martin shooting in Florida, exploiting the 
deaths of those black men to push its own 
agenda. One of the UN’s main whipping 
boys — and an area where it wants to as- 
sert control — is the American Justice sys- 
tem, which the UN insists would be more 
“Just” if UN rules were followed. 

Numerous UN human rights “experts” 
and international bureaucrats took turns 
attacking U.S. law enforcement, and the 
justice system itself, for reflecting racism. 
UN special rapporteur on minority issues 
Rita Izsak said about Garner and Michael 
Brown: “I am concerned by the grand 
juries’ decisions.... The decisions leave 
many with legitimate concerns relating to 
a pattern of impunity when the victims of 
excessive use of force come from A frican- 
American or other minority communities.” 

Mireille Fanon-Mendes-France, chief 
of the UN Working Group of Experts on 
People of African Descent, claimed that 
the recent U.S. cases add to “existing 
concerms” about America. Among other 
“concerns,” Fanon-Mendes-France point- 
ed to what she described as “longstanding 
prevalence of racial discrimination faced 
by African-Americans, particularly in re- 
lation to access to justice and discrimina- 
tory police practices.” 

UN special rapporteur on contemporary 
forms of racism Mutuma Ruteere, mean- 
while, demanded “action” to deal with 
what he called “discriminatory practic- 
es,” including “racial profiling,” by local 
American police. “Such practices must be 
eradicated,” he said, styling himself Amer- 
ica’s new police overseer. 
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Human rights icon? In 2006, the brutal regime of Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi was 
elected to lead the UN Human Rights Commission, which purports to dictate “human rights” 


policy to the world. 


Separately, UN special rapporteur on 
extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary ex- 
ecutions Christof Heyns also joined in, 
claiming what he called “international 
law” — rather than domestic and state law 
in the United States — better defines when 
lethal force can be used in self-defense. 
“The laws of many of the states in the 
U.S. are much more permissive, creating 
an atmosphere where there are not enough 
constraints on the use of force,” Heyns 
complained. “A comprehensive review of 
the system is needed — the enabling laws, 
the kinds of weapons the police use, the 
training they receive and the use of tech- 
nology such as on-body cameras to ensure 
accountability.” 

Finally, on November 25, the UN 
Human Rights Council condemned the 
United States over alleged racism and 
police brutality. “I am deeply concerned 
at the disproportionate number of young 
African Americans who die in encounters 
with police officers, as well as the dispro- 
portionate number of African Americans 


in U.S. prisons and the disproportionate 
number of African Americans on Death 
Row,” complained UN High Commis- 
sioner for Human Rights Zeid Ra’ad Al 
Hussein of Jordan. 

The UN’s human rights czar also 
claimed in a UN press release that the 
Missouri grand jury’s decision not to in- 
dict Officer Wilson for shooting Michael 
Brown “spotlighted broader concerns 
about institutionalized discrimination 
across the United States.” Ironically, he 
also admitted right after his claim that he 
had not seen the evidence presented to the 
grand jury that it based its decision on. 
That means Hussein was “unable to com- 
ment on whether or not the verdict itself 
conformed to international law,” the UN 
said in a press release. 

To put it flatly, Americans should see 
through the UN-aggrandizement and pos- 
turing and reject any attempts to allow the 
UN to make inroads in the U.S. justice 
system, mainly because the UN’s asser- 
tions don’t make sense when scrutinized 
to any degree. 

Like Hussein, all of the UN mouth- 
pieces make negligent assumptions 
about the U.S. justice system. Each as- 
sumes that the judicial system is flawed 
because the end results found that the de- 
ceased blacks were culpable in their own 
deaths, but in each of these high-profile 
cases, the decisions of guilt or innocence 
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were made by the deceased men’s peers, 
who had access to all available evidence, 
not by judges or police boards having an 
obvious bias. All the accusations also es- 
sentially assume that America, a coun- 
try with a mainly white populace that 
elected a black president twice, is racist. 
And each assumes that any residual rac- 
ism can be stamped out through having 
special rules for minorities. 

People who hold beliefs such as the 
UN’s actually want to undo the rule of law, 
as Professor Walter E. Williams, who hap- 
pens to be black, has pointed out. He uses 
a baseball analogy to show how ludicrous 
it would be to treat blacks in the justice 
system different from whites: 


Let’s ask ourselves what the char- 
acteristics of laws in a free society 
should be. Let’s think about baseball 
tules (laws) as a way to approach this. 
Some players, through no fault of 
their own, hit fewer home runs than 
others. In order to create baseball 
justice, or what’s sometimes called a 
level playing field, how about a rule 
requiring pitchers to throw easier 
pitches to poorer home run hitters? 
Alternatively, we could make a rule 
that what would be a double for a 
power hitter is a home run for some- 
one who doesn’t hit many homers. 
Some pitchers aren’t so good as 
others. How about allowing those 
pitchers to stand closer to home 
plate? Better yet, we could rule their 
first two pitches as strikes, regard- 
less of whether they are or not. In the 
interest of baseball justice, we might 
make special rules for some players 
and not for others. That would level 
the playing field between old play- 
ers and young players, black players 
and white players and fast runners 
and slow runners. Umpires would 
become arbiters of baseball justice. 


He makes the point that the only way soci- 
ety can work relatively harmoniously is if 
everyone — white, black, red, brown — is 
treated exactly the same under the law. 
It’s noteworthy that according to the 
U.S. Constitution, policing is a govern- 
ment function that belongs at the state 
and local level where officials are di- 
rectly accountable to the people — not 


www. TheNewAmerican.com 


in Washington, D.C., and certainly not at 
the UN, where brutal dictatorships help 
call the shots. 

Interestingly, when the Communist 
Chinese regime, which sits on the UN 
Human Rights Council, savagely mas- 
sacred peaceful protesters in Tiananmen 
Square, the UN boss at the time noted that 
the global outfit’s charter prohibits inter- 
ference in the internal affairs of member 
regimes. The charter has not been changed 
since then. 


Target #2 — 
The Right of Self-protection 
Before the Brown and Garner incidents, 
the UN exploited the 2012 shooting of 
Trayvon Martin in Florida by “white His- 
panic” neighborhood watchman George 
Zimmerman to fan the flames of racial 
hatred and attack supposedly lackluster 
U.S. “human rights” — this time targeting 
Americans’ right to self-protection. 
Speaking at a press conference, then- 
UN High Commissioner for Human Rights 
Navi Pillay, a South African, loudly de- 
manded an “investigation” of the killing 
and the prosecution of Zimmerman — even 
as local, state, and federal investigations 
to determine the facts were ongoing. She 
also expressed “concerns” about the state’s 
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A bit hypocritical: UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Zeid Ra’ad Al Hussein of Jordan, 


“Stand Your Ground” law that allows 
would-be victims to defend themselves. 

“As High Commissioner for Human 
Rights, I call for an immediate investiga- 
tion,” she told the press, apparently un- 
aware that three separate investigations 
were already well under way. “Justice 
must be done for the victim. It’s not just 
this individual case. It calls into question 
the delivery of justice in all situations 
like this.” 

She demanded that the law “operate 
equally in respect of all violations,” while 
also expressing shock that Zimmerman 
had not yet been arrested. “I will be await- 
ing an investigation and prosecution and 
trial and of course reparations for the vic- 
tims concemed,” Pillay added, seemingly 
unaware that in America, people’s right to 
be considered innocent until proven guilty 
in front of a jury of their peers is the law 
of the land. 

The next year, when a jury — again, 
made up of the deceased man’s peers — 
found Zimmerman not guilty, the UN on 
September 3 called on the Obama admin- 
istration to “nullify” Florida’s popular 
stand-your-ground law, citing the Tray- 
von Martin case. Also, in a 2014 report on 
human rights abuses in the United States, 
the UN stated: “In particular, it [the United 
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where it is a crime to convert to Christianity, brazenly lectures the United States about gun rights, 


justice, and “international law.” 
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States] should: (a) continue its efforts to 
effectively curb gun violence, including 
through the continued pursuit of legisla- 
tion requiring background checks for all 
private firearm transfers ... and (b) review 
Stand Your Ground Laws to remove far- 
reaching immunity and ensure strict ad- 
herence to the principles of necessity and 
proportionality when using deadly force 
in self-defence.” 

Stand-your-ground laws, adopted by 
about half of U.S. states so far, declare that 
individuals have no duty to retreat from an 
attacker, and that they may use any level 
of force — up to and including lethal force 
— if they reasonably believe they face an 
imminent and immediate threat of serious 
bodily harm or death. 

Again, the UN is trying to short-circuit 
Americans’ common sense and chide 
them into acting on feelings, merely to 
empower itself. Question: Are there really 
any Americans who truly want to make it 
illegal for a victim to fight back when the 
victim feels he faces serious bodily harm 
or death? 

Of course, the president cannot “nul- 
lify” anything legally, let alone state laws 
— especially not on orders from the UN 
and its autocratic members. However, the 
global bureaucracy claimed in a press re- 
lease that the U.S. government was actu- 
ally “required” to obey its mandates. 

Ina UN press release, Mutuma Ruteere, 
the UN special rapporteur on racism, in 
reference to the popular stand-your-ground 
law, which, ironically, was not invoked by 
the Zimmerman defense team, claimed: 
“States are required to take effective mea- 
sures to review governmental, national 
and local policies, and to amend, rescind 
or nullify any laws and regulations which 
have the effect of creating or perpetuating 
racial discrimination wherever it exists.” 

In UN speak, “states” are national 
governments, which the UN presumes 
have unlimited power to defy constitu- 
tional restrictions in submission to global 
bureaucrats. 

The UN even errantly suggested that 
U.S. states’ protections of self-defense 
rights somehow constitute “discrimina- 
tion” against blacks — even though stud- 
ies in Florida showed blacks were more 
likely to successfully use the defense in 
court and that a majority of those killed in 
stand-your-ground cases have been white. 
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Not very convincing: Ex-UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Navi Pillay is from South 
Africa, where the communist regime has been implicated in preparations for genocide of the 
white minority, yet she tried to shame Americans into giving up their right to self-defense. 


“We call upon the U.S. Government to ex- 
amine its laws that could have discrimina- 
tory impact on African Americans, and to 
ensure that such laws are in full compli- 
ance with the country’s international legal 
obligations and relevant standards,” said 
Verene Shepherd, chief of the UN Work- 
ing Group of Experts of People of African 
Descent. 

Stand-your-ground, of course, is a state 
law outside the purview of the federal 
government. 

Shepherd also cited various UN agree- 
ments, including the “International Cov- 
enant on Civil and Political Rights,” the 
“International Convention on the Elimi- 
nation of Racial Discrimination,” and 
“many other international human rights 
law treaties,” inaccurately suggesting that 
they confer some sort of extra-constitu- 
tional powers on the federal government 
to meddle in state affairs and restrict in- 
dividual rights. 

Treaties, of course, do not grant the fed- 
eral government any new powers and must 
be made “in pursuance” of the Constitu- 
tion to be valid. 

In a similar vein, in other cases, the UN 
has used human rights to attack the Second 
Amendment. 

When a police officer, who apparently 
mistook a toy gun for a real weapon, shot 
Tamir Rice, a 12-year-old Ohio boy, on 
November 22, 2014 within seconds of see- 
ing the boy, UN High Commissioner for 


Human Rights Zeid Ra’ad Al Hussein stat- 
ed: “In many countries, where real guns are 
not so easily available, police tend to view 
boys playing with replica guns as precisely 
what they are, rather than as a danger to 
be neutralized,” adding that Rice’s killing 
“placed the issue of gun-related deaths in 
the U.S. back into focus.” 

In fact, the UN has been in an all-out 
push to take control of Americans’ firearms, 
working with the Obama administration to 
enact the UN’s Arms Trade Treaty. As Joe 
Wolverton, J.D. has written for THE NEw 
AMERICAN, the treaty has as its end almost 
complete civilian disarmament: 


For those unfamiliar with the text of 
the UN’s Arms Trade Treaty, here’s 
a brief sketch of the most noxious 
provisions: 

¢ Article 2 of the treaty defines the 
scope of the treaty’s prohibitions. 
The right to own, buy, sell, trade, 
or transfer all means of armed resis- 
tance, including handguns, is denied 
to civilians by this section of the 
Arms Trade Treaty. 

« Article 3 places the “ammunition/ 
munitions fired, launched or delivered 
by the conventional arms covered 
under Article 2” within the scope of 
the treaty’s prohibitions, as well... 

« ... Article 5 mandates that all 
countries participating in the treaty 
“shall establish and maintain a nation- 
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al control system, including a national 
control list.” This list should “apply the 
provisions of this Treaty to the broad- 
est range of conventional arms.” ... 

Finally, the agreement demands 
that national governments take “ap- 
propriate measures” to enforce the 
terms of the treaty, including civilian 
disarmament. If these countries can’t 
get this done on their own, however, 
Article 16 provides for UN assistance, 
specifically including help with the 
enforcement of “stockpile manage- 
ment, disarmament, demobilization 
and reintegration programmes.” In 
fact, a “voluntary trust fund” will be 
established to assist those countries 
that need help from UN peacekeep- 
ers or other regional forces to disarm 
their citizens. 


Of course, here, too, the UN’s “logic” 
comes up short. Both the U.S. National 
Academies of Science and the Centers 
for Disease Control — both run largely 
by anti-gun elites — examined gun con- 
trol laws and could not find a single one 
that reduced violence. At the same time, 
studies have found that guns are used over 
a million times a year for self-defense — 
most often a person merely has to show a 
would-be attacker that he is armed to de- 
fuse a potentially violent situation. 


The UN sees itself as the arbiter of all U.S. 
laws and regulations — local, state, and 
federal. 

In 2012, for example, with the full con- 
nivance of the Obama administration, the 
UN-linked “Organization for Security and 
Co-operation in Europe” sent “election 
monitors” to the United States to super- 
vise voting. 

Also in 2012, the UN special rappor- 
teur on the rights of indigenous peoples, 
James Anaya, claimed that Americans 
must return vast tracts of land to Native 
Americans — including the iconic Mount 
Rushmore in South Dakota. Such a move, 
he claimed, would help put the U.S. gov- 
ernment closer into compliance with the 
UN Declaration on the Rights of Indig- 
enous Peoples. 

In its most recent report on alleged 
“human rights violations” in America, 
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the UN lashed out at the U.S. government 
for deporting illegal immigrants convict- 
ed of crimes. It slammed the purported 
lack of taxpayer-funded healthcare and 
welfare for illegal immigrants, as well the 
inability of felons to vote because of state 
laws. It even recommended that the U.S. 
government ignore the Constitution’s 
limits on federal power and pass federal 
legislation banning corporal punishment 
of children — including spankings by 
parents in the home used as a disciplin- 
ary tool. 

In all, the report, authored by 18 UN 
self-styled “human rights experts,” identi- 
fied more than two dozen supposed U.S. 
“human-rights violations” — only one of 
which is a legitimate concern: Obama’s 
mass-murder-via-drone program, which 
is already a severe violation of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

Then in 2014, after voters in Alaska, 
Oregon, and D.C. voted against marijua- 
na prohibition, the UN jumped into action 
yet again. “I don’t see how [nullifying 
the global war on the controversial plant] 
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can be compatible with existing [UN 
drug] conventions,” complained former 
Soviet diplomat Yury Fedotov, who cur- 
rently serves as executive director of the 
UN Office on Drugs and Crime. The UN 
also lashed out in 2012, screeching about 
how the Obama administration should 
overturn the decision of voters in Colo- 
rado and Washington State who voted 
to nullify federal and UN-mandated pot 
prohibition. 

All the “violations” echoed a common 
theme: They make lawmaking a process 
based on elitist whims, rather than on the 
desires of the people who are governed, 
and they call for the elimination of com- 
mon sense, to be replaced by an almost- 
never-ending list of international laws. 
This theme was illustrated perfectly amid 
water shut-offs to seriously delinquent ac- 
counts in Detroit. 

As billions of people who are oppressed 
under UN member regimes struggled 
to live on less than $2 a day, the UN’s 
“human rights” brigades visited Detroit 
on multiple occasions in 2014 — where 
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the average welfare benefits amount to 
almost $30,000 per year — to call for a 
federal “affordability standard” for water 
and the enforcement of the “human right” 
to free water. 

In all, three UN “human rights experts” 
made demands on Detroit. “Disconnec- 
tion of water services because of failure 
to pay due to lack of means constitutes a 
violation of the human right to water and 
other international human rights,” they 
complained to the world in a press release. 
“The households which suffered unjusti- 
fied disconnections must be immediately 
reconnected,” the experts demanded. If 
Detroit officials refused to obey, the UN 
claimed city authorities’ actions would be 
a violation of global “law.” 

According to the UN screed, UN human 
rights law makes it the U.S. government’s 
“obligation” to “provide urgent measures, 
including financial assistance,” to ensure 
free access to certain goods and services. 
They focused on “water and sanitation,” 
“adequate housing,” and “extreme pov- 
erty.” Catarina de Albuquerque, the UN 
special rapporteur on the human right to 
safe drinking water and sanitation, was the 
most outspoken. “Disconnections due to 
non-payment are only permissible if it can 
be shown that the resident is able to pay 
but is not paying,” Albuquerque said in a 
UN press release. “In other words, when 
there is genuine inability to pay, human 
rights simply forbids disconnections.” She 
also urged the city, state, and the “national 
government” to “adopt a mandatory af- 
fordability standard.” 

Of course, the race card was played. 
Leilani Farha, who styles herself the UN 
“expert on the right to adequate housing,” 
suggested — without evidence — that 
racism might be at work in Detroit. “If 
these water disconnections disproportion- 
ately affect African Americans they may 
be discriminatory, in violation of treaties 
the US has ratified,” she claimed in the 
press release. She also demanded a “legal 
mechanism” to dispute the affordability of 
water bills. 

But where does such thinking end? 
Should everyone get free food, clothes, 
cars, gasoline, housing, phones, etc.? 
(After all, they’re all necessities nowa- 
days.) Who will supply the wealth if ev- 
erything is free? Hasn’t the world seen 
this in action before? Hasn’t the distribu- 
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Leaders of something: After China’s massacre of protestors at Tiananmen Square, the UN 
refused to chastise the Communist Chinese regime, which has a history of murdering more 
people than any entity to date, despite the fact that it sits on the UN Human Rights Council. 


tion of wealth as directed from the top en- 
sured equal poverty, rather than prosper- 
ity, wherever it has been tried: the Soviet 
Union, Cuba, Venezuela, Vietnam, Cam- 
bodia, etc.? 

Like communist and socialist dictators 
worldwide, the UN justifies its existence 
partly based on the dangerous notion that 
taxpayer-funded goods and services can be 
considered “rights” to be enforced by the 
coercive power of government. The dicta- 
torial vision is readily apparent: Real rights 
are freedom from government coercion; 
UN “tights” require government coercion. 


The UN does not intend to remain a tooth- 
less giant, spewing out commands that 
virtually no one listens to. If Americans 
violate UN “human rights,” the UN in- 
tends to prosecute them in its own court. 
In fact, it’s already trying to do just that. 
In December, the International Criminal 
Court released a report saying it was ex- 
amining the actions of U.S. soldiers in 
Afghanistan to determine whether a full 
investigation and possible prosecution 
is warranted for war crimes. ICC Chief 
Prosecutor Fatou Bensouda purports to 
have jurisdiction over Americans de- 
spite the fact that the U.S. government 
never ratified the agreement creating the 
Hague-based UN court. 

In the report, the ICC claimed to have a 
“reasonable basis to believe” that a wide 
range of potential UN-defined crimes 


were perpetrated in Afghanistan. Among 
the alleged crimes: murder, imprisonment, 
cruel treatment, outrages upon personal 
dignity, intentional attacks on civilians, 
and “treacherously” killing or wounding 
a combatant adversary. 

Special emphasis is placed on alleged 
ill treatment of detainees by U.S. forces, 
which the ICC said were documented in 
declassified U.S. government reports. It 
also said the techniques were approved by 
“senior” U.S. commanders in Afghanistan. 

“Certain of the enhanced interroga- 
tion techniques apparently approved by 
U.S. senior commanders in Afghanistan 
in the period from February 2003 through 
June 2004, could, depending on the sever- 
ity and duration of their use, amount to 
cruel treatment, torture or outrages upon 
personal dignity as defined under interna- 
tional jurisprudence,” the report argued. In 
addition, the UN “prosecutor” said there 
was “information available” supposedly 
showing that U.S. interrogators perpe- 
trated other abuses beyond even what was 
approved by U.S. officials — severe beat- 
ings, suspension by the wrists, and threats 
to shoot or kill, for example. 

The next step, of course, if the court 
finds that U.S. military members violat- 
ed UN rules, is to prosecute U.S. service 
members. 

Incredibly, globalists of various vari- 
eties have even suggested that the court 
could prosecute American presidents 
such as George W. Bush. In other words, 
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if the internationalist establishment gets 
its way, a dictator-dominated UN court 
with purported universal jurisdiction 
could someday begin prosecuting Amer- 
icans for vague and undefined crimes 
ranging from “aggression” to “gender 
persecution.” The ICC does not use a jury 
system, putting U.S. troops at the mercy 
of autocratic anti-American regimes and 
their lackeys. 

Dr. Charles Rice, who is now profes- 
sor emeritus at Notre Dame Law School, 
called the ICC “a monster” that essen- 
tially “repudiates the Constitution, the 
Bill of Rights, and the Declaration of In- 
dependence and cancels the 4th of July.” 
Especially troubling, he said, is that the 
court acknowledges no boundaries to its 
supposed authority. “In our system, law 
is supposed to be a rule of reason which, 
in a sense, controls the state and com- 
pels the state to operate under the law,” 
Dr. Rice explained. “What are the limits 
on the ICC? There are none. It’s insane!” 
The U.S. Constitution and federal laws 
already provide a solid foundation for al- 
leged criminals and war criminals to be 
prosecuted in U.S. civilian and military 
courts, as appropriate. 


Countless other examples of escalating 
UN interference in U.S. domestic affairs 


could be cited. But the American people 
and their liberties are not the only ones 
in the cross hairs. In recent years, numer- 
ous civilized countries have come under 
UN “human rights” attack for outlandish 
“violations.” 

Canada, for example, was lambasted by 
the globalist entity in 2012 for low taxes 
and not enough welfare. As hundreds of 
millions of people around the world tee- 
tered on the edge of starvation, UN special 
rapporteur on the right to food Olivier De 
Schutter squandered large amounts of tax- 
payer funds on an 11-day “investigation” 
of Canada. 

The controversial bureaucrat insisted 
the situation in the wealthy northern na- 
tion was “unacceptable,” saying officials 
must immediately develop what he called 
a “national right-to-food strategy,” as well 
as increase the minimum wage. Ironically, 
De Schutter also claimed that Canada’s 
poor are becoming obese from a lack of 
food choices. 

In 2014, meanwhile, the UN “human 
rights” machine was busy attacking the 
United Kingdom, with one of its self- 
styled “experts,” a Brazilian socialist, 
suggesting that efforts to control bal- 
looning welfare spending were a sup- 
posed “human rights” violation. And, 
according to the UN, authorities in the 
U.K. must build more and better tax- 


UN apologist: Despite the UN’s escalating attacks on the United States and U.S. liberties, Obama 
remains a fervent supporter of the global body, even seeking to supersize its military budget. 
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payer-funded housing, including extra 
rooms for welfare recipients, to comply 
with “obligations” under international 
law. 

Switzerland was lambasted for having 
too many stay-at-home mothers, which 
the UN claims violates “gender equality,” 
another component of “human rights.” 
Japan, meanwhile, is under growing pres- 
sure from the dictators club to infringe 
on free speech by adopting “hate speech” 
bans targeting critics of the political class. 
Under the guise of “sexual and reproduc- 
tive rights,” the UN is also openly de- 
manding legalized abortion around the 
world. And on it goes. 


The UN casts itself as the international 
guardian of human rights. Yet, if the UN 
were given the monopoly of power it 
needs to forcibly impose its will on other 
nations, it would not wield this power to 
protect rights but to extinguish them. Of 
course, the idea of the UN imposing its 
will on a country as rich and powerful 
as the United States may seem laugh- 
able — until it is realized that the threat 
springs not nearly so much from the UN 
itself as it does from the power elites 
who want to transfer power to the UN 
to build global governance controlled by 
themselves. (The Obama administration 
said in its proposed 2015 budget that it 
wants to further supersize U.S. funding 
for the international outfit.) It is there- 
fore no laughing matter that the UN is 
becoming increasingly blatant and open 
about lecturing the United States about 
its human rights record while calling for 
federal and international intervention 
and standards. 

However, there is still hope. The pres- 
sure to have the U.S. government perma- 
nently withdraw from the dictators club 
entirely is growing fast — especially as 
the UN becomes increasingly brazen in its 
assaults on America. That would set the 
globalists back decades at least. Legisla- 
tion to restore American sovereignty by 
withdrawing from the UN has been regu- 
larly introduced in Congress for decades, 
most recently by Representative Paul 
Broun. In the meantime, though, the GOP- 
dominated House of Representatives can 
and should refuse to send the UN another 
American penny. 
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DVD REVIEW 


WAIT TILL IT’S FREE 


This documentary answers Michael Moore’s movie Sicko, which hailed socialized medicine. 
Wait Till It’s Free points out the genesis of the problems in healthcare, and the solutions. 
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Tine pasgue af tocatoest Betcee 
pity wh bono 


by Christian Gomez 


est known for his provocative and 
Bosccaty acclaimed film Jndoc- 

trination, about public education, 
conservative Christian filmmaker Colin 
Gunn has now come out with his “second 
opinion” as to what is really wrong with 
the nation’s healthcare system in his new- 
est groundbreaking documentary Wait Till 
Its Free. Gunn challenges the perceived 
notion of the free market being respon- 
sible for the high prices in healthcare, 
revealing government intervention as the 
actual ailment. Covering much more than 
just ObamaCare, Wait Till Its Free exam- 
ines the history, ramifications, and prac- 
tical alternatives to government-directed 
healthcare. 

Whereas in /ndoctrination, Colin Gunn 
drove around in a school bus as the frame- 
work of the movie, this time he uses the 
interactions of customers and workers in 
a small diner to illustrate the causes, prob- 
lems, and viable solutions to healthcare in 
the United States. 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


High-cost Healthcare 

The film opens with the emotional story of 
Jeff and Kelle Swanson, in rural Shelby, 
Michigan. When their youngest daughter, 
Claudia, was born, the doctors noticed 
what they thought was a smudge on her 
back. Claudia was diagnosed with spina 
bifida, a birth defect caused when the em- 
bryonic neural tube fails to close. Jeff, who 
serves as the pastor of a local church and 
is uninsured, was told that his daughter re- 
quired an MRI, which they agreed to have 
done, under the impression that it would 
cost only $3,000, as the hospital told them. 
The Swansons were shocked when their 
bill arrived with a total amount due of 
$20,430.66. To make matters worse, ad- 
ditional bills arrived, one from the radiolo- 
gist and another from the anesthesiologist. 
When all was said and done, the total cost 
of their bills summed up to a staggering 
$300,000. 

The Swansons’ experience is not unique, 
as Gunn points out, citing the example of 
another uninsured man’s MRI bill in Illi- 
nois that totaled over $70,000. The high 
cost of health insurance makes it unafford- 
able for many self-employed Americans, 
including Gunn, as he demonstrates with 
a touch of amusement when he attempts to 
purchase health insurance for his family, 
which includes his pregnant wife and their 
eight children. 

“So this is the story. As Americans, all 
of us face these problems. Even if you 
have insurance you can lose it,” says Gunn 
as he is seen walking into a diner and mak- 
ing his way to a booth. As a waitress walks 
up to take his order, Gunn proceeds to ask 
why healthcare is so expensive, unlike 
food, another basic necessity in America. 

Gunn’s search for answers first takes 
him to New York City, where he inter- 
views journalist Steven Brill, whose ex- 
tensive research about the high cost and 
money behind healthcare was published in 
Time magazine. 

“The buyer has no power,” Brill says, 


revealing that hospital services are so 
costly, especially for the uninsured, be- 
cause of what is known as the “charge- 
master.” The charge-master records all the 
prices charged by a particular hospital. It 
contains separate lists of prices for every 
procedure and medicine, for both the in- 
sured and uninsured. Those patients who 
are charged the highest prices, Brill ex- 
plains, are the uninsured who are not poor 
enough to qualify for Medicaid. Because 
they have no economic leverage, they are 
charged the charge-master’s highest rate. 
For example, patients who have Medicaid 
were charged $14 for a blood test by a par- 
ticular hospital, while those without Med- 
icaid or any other insurance were charged 
$280 for the same test at the same hospital. 

Brill calls this price scheme “irrational.” 
Those fortunate enough to have Medicaid, 
or be able to afford private insurance, are 
charged a supposedly discounted rate, 
which the health insurance companies are 
then able to advertise as a “savings,” an 
incentive to purchase health insurance. 

“If you have no insurance and end up 
in a hospital, you’re charged the charge- 
master prices, and then the hospital, if you 
complain, will act like a good guy and 
give you a 30-percent discount off of the 
charge-master’s,” Brill says. This is what 
the Swansons experienced when Jeff went 
through the ordeal of negotiating with the 
hospital, with the hopes of significantly 
lowering his cost. Although Swanson was 
willing to pay more than what Medicaid 
would, but not substantially more, the 
hospital told him that they would reduce 
his bill by 20 percent only if he paid the 
remainder fully in cash. 

To stop rising healthcare costs, con- 
ventional wisdom suggests government 
intervene further into healthcare and com- 
pletely take it over, i.e., a single-payer sys- 
tem. However, Gunn reveals the opposite 
is true, or in the words of President Ronald 
Reagan: “Government is not the solution to 
our problem; government is the problem.” 
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Colin Gunn (above), Christian conservative filmmaker and producer, takes an in-depth look into 
the nation’s healthcare system in his newest documentary Wait Till It’s Free. 


Gunn’s quest for answers then led him 
to British-born Dr. Tony Dale, a physician 
and founder of the Karis Group. Dr. Dale 
reinforced Brill’s findings: “People least 
able to pay the cost of medical care, name- 
ly people paying out of pocket, were actu- 
ally the people being charged by far the 
most for the care they were being given.” 
Hospitals, private insurance companies, 
and the government are able to get away 
with this because of what Dale calls “price 
distortion” directly resulting from a lack of 
“price transparency,” as in the case of the 
Swansons. Dr. Dale, too, asserts that free 
market capitalism is not the problem; it’s 
the solution that’s been gradually pushed 
out by the government. 

“People tend to criticize the American 
system by saying ‘it’s too capitalistic.’ 
My response is that the American system 
is barely capitalistic at all. You hardly see 
the effects of free-enterprise because there 
is so much distortion to the system by how 
involved the government already is in the 
whole process,” says Dr. Dale. 

Back at the diner, Gunn shows two 
families eating in side-by-side booths. 
The first is the modern family, which pays 
about 16 percent of its annual income, or 
$9,000, for healthcare. The second fam- 
ily, depicted in black and white, represents 
the generation of the first family’s grand- 
parents, who would have paid about five 
percent of their annual income, or $2,000 
in today’s dollars, in healthcare costs. In 
addition to the modern advancements and 
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discoveries made in medical science, the 
difference between the two generations 
of families, relative to healthcare cost, 
is the amount government has actively 
intervened in the health field during that 
time. Starting in 1935 with a proposal for 
a national health insurance system as part 
of FDR’s New Deal, which never went 
through, Gunn chronologically highlights 
the government’s gradual intervention 
and socialization of healthcare, culminat- 
ing in 2010 with the passage of the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act, more 
commonly known as ObamaCare. 

Gunn then traveled to Texas to inter- 
view former congressman and medical 
doctor Ron Paul for his take on the issue. 
“Prices go up in the areas where the gov- 
ernment gets most involved. When they 
inflate a currency — that’s printing too 
much money — all prices, wages, and 
salaries don’t go up evenly,” Dr. Paul ex- 
plained. He further elaborates: 


Some things that the government’s 
more involved in push prices up 
much faster. So the government is in- 
volved in education, so the cost goes 
up much faster. They’re involved in 
medical care, so that’s why the price 
inflation of medical care is so much 
higher than anything else because of 
the government. And they can’t pos- 
sibly solve this problem by being 
more involved and promising more 
things that they can’t afford. 


The solution, according to Ron Paul, is the 
free market. “The market is just begging and 
pleading to help out and yet all we get from 
Washington is obstructionism,” Paul said. 


Government as Interloper 

Another expert Gunn consults in the film 
is Dr. Curtis Caine, who has been a li- 
censed medical doctor for over 65 years 
and is also the director of the Association 
of American Physicians and Surgeons. Dr. 
Caine tells Gunn: 


The only important entity in the 
whole deal is the patient. Without a 
patient you don’t need a helicopter, 
you don’t need a hospital, you don’t 
need a drug company. The only entity 
in the whole deal that is of any con- 
sequence is relegated to being the ex- 
cuse for what’s done and is actually 
just in the way. And for some person 
or entity to stick his Pinocchio nose 
between me and my employer, my in- 
dividual patient, that person or entity 
is an interloper. [Emphasis added. ] 


Gunn illustrates the “interloper” as a man 
who enters a diner and sits down next to 
another person who has just received his 
order of a burger with fries. The interloper 
starts out by nonchalantly reaching over, 
taking, and eating a fry from the other per- 
son’s plate. Apparently unsatisfied with 
the fries, the interloper takes a bottle of 
salt and sprinkles it over the other person’s 
fries. The food purchaser is not happy but 
doesn’t stop him, so the interloper finishes 
what he started and proceeds to take the 
entire plate, setting it before himself while 
chewing a bite from the person’s hamburg- 
er. As comical as the scene is, it is exactly 
what the government is doing to Ameri- 
can’s individual healthcare. 

Yet government is not done interloping. 
ObamaCare is not what President Obama 
and his Democrat friends wanted. Origi- 
nally the goal was, and likely remains, a 
full single-payer system similar to that 
which Gunn experienced in his native 
homeland of Scotland. Halfway through 
the film, Gunn travels to Scotland, where 
he details how Britain’s national single- 
payer healthcare system, the National 
Health Service (NHS), is nothing more 
than “Rubbish!” as one woman describes 
it in the streets of Glasgow. 
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Liberty in Healthcare 
Gunn devotes the final third of the film to 
solutions, the various alternatives to gov- 
ernment healthcare. One of the alternatives 
suggested is true price transparency, as put 
into practice by Dr. Keith Smith, who runs 
a private surgery center in Oklahoma. In 
1997, Dr. Smith bought an old, misman- 
aged surgery center that had been through 
a fire in Oklahoma City and turned it into 
something that “would be different in a 
couple of ways.” Most importantly, Smith 
and his partners “would practice price 
honesty. We put our prices online partly to 
expose the cartel in the price-fixing that 
was going on.” (Emphasis added.) 

Unlike the charge-master with the hid- 
den prices, which leaves the uninsured 
at the mercy of inflated hospital fees, 
what Dr. Smith accomplished is just the 
opposite. Smith’s surgery center instead 
practices price transparency. Prospec- 
tive patients or curious parties can go 
to the surgery center’s website at www. 
surgerycenterok.com and find what the 
actual cost of a surgery will be, simply 
by clicking on an area of the human body 
displayed on the screen. Clicking on this 
diagram gives individuals the option to 
scroll and choose the specific procedure 
desired and then display the price. 

“In six months we knew that the prices 
we were quoting to patients were many 
times a tenth of what the so-called not- 


for-profit hospitals that we had just left 
claimed were bankrupting them,” Dr. 
Smith says. “We knew very very soon 
that we were right.” Amazingly the first 
patients to arrive were Canadians, who 
already possess the same socialized, sin- 
gle-payer healthcare system pursued by 
those here in the U.S. government. 

Dr. Smith and the Oklahoma Surgery 
Center have escaped the government sys- 
tem by simply refusing to take Medicaid, 
Medicare, and any other form of third- 
party insurance. They were liberated by 
acting simply as though the government 
did not exist. According to the surgery 
center’s website: 


To keep prices as low as possible, 
cashier’s checks or cash are the 
methods preferred. Credit cards 
are accepted with the appropriate 
percentage the company charges us 
added on the price. Human resource 
departments or divisions of self- 
insured companies can make other 
arrangements if necessary. 


Another physician who liberated herself 
from the government healthcare trap is 
Dr. Juliette Dersch, an internist and pe- 
diatrician in Marble Falls, Texas. Dr. Der- 
sch runs an old-fashioned, fee-for-service 
medical practice that also does not take 
any government money or other third- 


Dr. Juliette Dersch (above), or “Jules” as her patients call her, runs an old-fashioned, fee-for- 
service medical practice in Marble Falls, Texas. Because she does not take any government 
money or other third-party payments, she is free to be charitable, provide low-cost healthcare, 


and make house calls to her patients. 
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party payments, and she still makes house 
calls to her patients. This approach has 
helped her restore the doctor-patient re- 
lationship that is virtually non-existent in 
the modern government-managed health- 
care industry. 

“I’m not responsible to a health insur- 
ance company. I’m not responsible to the 
government. I’m only responsible to the 
patient. Plus in doing so, I can do what- 
ever I want,” Dr. Dersch explains. “We 
give a discount to teachers and preachers, 
we see foster kids for free, we see people 
who have cancer absolutely for free.” Be- 
cause Dr. Dersch does not accept Medic- 
aid, she is free to charge her patients far 
less than the set reimbursement rate that 
hospitals charge, and she is also able to 
be as charitable as she chooses. 

Another solution Gunn examines is Sa- 
maritan Ministries, a self-described “Bib- 
lical, non-insurance approach to health 
care needs.” Samaritan Ministries is 
guided by the biblical principles of Gala- 
tians chapter six: “Bear ye one another’s 
burdens” and that “every man shall bear 
his own burden.” Samaritan coordinates 
its members to share the cost of one an- 
other’s medical bills that are too much to 
bear alone. First, members send copies 
of their medical bills to Samaritan. Sa- 
maritan then publishes or shares the bills 
with other members, who in turn send 
personal checks directly to the member 
with the need, covering the total cost. 
Unlike insurance companies, Samaritan 
never handles the money. This cost-shar- 
ing method assures that each member’s 
costs are met without the high premiums 
or deductibles of third-party payments. 
In fact it was by becoming members of 
Samaritan Ministries that the Swansons 
were able to have their bills for Claudia’s 
care paid in full. 

Cost transparency, individual char- 
ity as practiced by Doctors Smith and 
Dersch, and cost-sharing methods such 
as Samaritan Ministries are the very an- 
tithesis and answer to the government 
healthcare system. 

This is what Gunn’s film wonderfully 
presents. Phenomenally well made and 
thought provoking, with expert testimo- 
nies and a healthy dose of humor, Wait 
Till It’s Free is the perfect prescription to 
Michael Moore’s Sicko and our nation’s 
healthcare system as a whole. & 
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Warrior Healing Campaign 


On November 9, the Warrior Healing 
Campaign was launched in Charlottesville, 
Virginia, to assist veterans returning home 
from Iraq and Afghanistan. The campaign 
was started to make it easier for returning 
veterans to be connected to the variety of 
resources available in central Virginia. 

Newsplex.com reported that the pro- 
gram was started by Iraq veteran Bingham 
Jamison, along with two other veterans. 

“When I was going through my recov- 
ery process, I was having to jump from 
resource to resource to try and navigate the 
things that could help me,” Jamison ex- 
plained. He stated that the purpose of his 
campaign is to prevent others from having 
the same experience. 

Rather than reinvent the wheel, Jamison 
asserted that the best approach to assisting 
returning veterans is to help them connect 
to resources that are already in existence. 
“The intent by connecting local veterans 
to existing resources that are in town, the 
intent is that we help anyone else that’s 
going through a post war recovery pro- 
cess,” said Jamison. “Rather than compete 
with existing organizations around town 
and around Charlottesville, our intent is to 
augment what they are doing, it’s to build 
them up, to market and promote what they 
are doing and essentially to select one best 
in class charity to support,” said Jamison. 

A charity that the campaign chose to aid 
is the Richmond Fisher House Foundation, 
for which the Warrior Healing Campaign 
hopes to raise half a million dollars. The 
Richmond Fisher House Foundation hous- 
es and feeds over 700 families per year. 

According to the foundation’s web- 
site, the Fisher House Foundation is “best 
known for a network of comfort homes 
where military and veterans’ families can 
stay at no cost while a loved one is receiv- 
ing treatment.” 

The foundation also operates the Hero 
Miles program, which allows frequent 
flyer miles to be donated to bring family 
members to the bedside of wounded ser- 
vice members. The organization runs the 
Hotels for Heroes program, as well, which 
utilizes donated hotel points for family 
members to stay at hotels near veterans’ 
hospitals for free. 
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Santa Visit 


Three-year-old Gracie Lynn revealed how 
big her heart is when she noticed Santa 
Claus eating breakfast alone at the counter 
at a Bob Evans restaurant in Evansville, 
Indiana. And the man dressed as Santa 
made the little girl’s day quite memorable 
by playing along. 

Gracie could not bear to see Santa eat- 
ing alone, and asked her mom if she could 
keep him company. According to Gracie’s 
mom, Gracie and Santa talked as if they’d 
known each other for years. 

When Santa asked her what she wanted 
for Christmas, she simply responded that 
she wanted to meet her baby brother, who 
was to be born in a few weeks. 

Gracie’s mother snapped a photo and 
posted it to Facebook, and it went viral. It 
has over 20,000 likes. 


Shopping for a Cause 


The Chics for Charity event in South 
Charleston, West Virginia, turned holiday 
shopping into a charitable endeavor on 
November 20. The Chics for Charity event 
was held at the Holiday Inn & Suites and 
featured a variety of vendors, a silent auc- 
tion, speakers, and delicious appetizers. 

Chics for Charity is an endeavor by The 
Foundation for the Thomas Memorial and 
Saint Francis Hospitals, an organization 
that raises funds to improve the health, ed- 
ucation, and well-being of local citizens. 

The Charleston Daily Mail reported, 
“Nearly 400 businesswomen have joined 
Chics for Charity in the last two years with 
any funds raised going to help the needy, 
promote education and encourage good 
health.” 

The charity seeks to help patients dis- 
charged from Saint Francis to get help 
with the cost of medications or other medi- 
cal needs to continue recovery at home. 
It also provides funds for the Junior/ 
Senior Nursing Academy, which allows 
youth ages 12 to 14 interested in health- 
care fields to gain experience in a hospital 
setting. Funds raised by Chics for Charity 
are also used for Prime of Life events held 
throughout the community that offer free 
and low-cost health screenings. 

A number of vendors from Kanawha 
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and Putnam Counties donated $100 in 
goods and services, including spa pack- 
ages, jewelry, and gift certificates, to be 
sold during the silent auction. 

Those who attended were charged a 
$25 lifetime membership fee for Chics for 
Charity, with $50 requested for attendance 
at each event. 


Cards From Strangers 


Six-year-old Addie Fausett of Fountain 
Green, Utah, might have celebrated her 
last Christmas, and kind strangers wanted 
to be sure it was special for her. 

Addie’s mother, Tami, had noticed 
that when Addie was three years old, she 
stopped growing. “We had taken her to the 
doctor because we noticed her behavior 
started to change and she was kind of shaky 
with her hands,” Fausett said. “She started 
to slow down a little bit. When she was 
closer to 4, she fell off the growth chart.” 

For years, Addie underwent extensive 
tests and numerous doctor visits in efforts 
to find what was wrong with her. Finally, 
in 2013, an MRI revealed that Addie had 
atrophy of her brain. 

Weeks before Christmas 2014, Addie 
struggled, spending whole days at a time 
crying. Because Addie was unable to play 
with other children as a result of her ill- 
ness, Addie’s grandmother came up with 
the idea to ask people to send Christmas 
cards to Addie and her sisters. 

People responded in droves. According 
to Yahoo, hundreds of Christmas cards 
came into the post office for the family 
daily. Addie’s family said the cards have 
come in from all over the world, including 
Saudi Arabia and Germany. 

“She loves it. She just smiles,” Fausett 
said. “And some of them are her boy- 
friends. One little boy put that he was her 
boyfriend, and another little one she said, 
‘This one is my boyfriend.’” 

The cards are a particular comfort to 
Addie and her sisters, who lost their father 
on November 29, 2014. 

“T don’t know how to thank everyone. 
It’s amazing to me that they’re so giv- 
ing to somebody they don’t even know,” 
Fausett said. Ml 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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Libel: Warren Harding Was Our Worst President 


President Warren Harding is often condemned by historians as a corrupt, incompetent 
president — odd for a man who was respected and praised for honesty while alive. 


by Steve Byas 


66 ll human ills are not curable by 
Avion 

With those words, Warren Ga- 

maliel Harding bluntly rejected the pro- 

gressive era, which his election as presi- 


dent in 1920 brought to an abrupt end. 


Steve Byas is a professor of history at Hillsdale Free 
Will Baptist College in Moore, Oklahoma. This ar- 
ticle is adapted from his upcoming book, History’s 
Greatest Libels. 
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Perhaps that in and of itself can explain 
the tendency by many professional histo- 
rians to rank Harding, as if not our worst 
president, certainly among the worst of 
American presidents. 

The progressive era was, at its core, a 
rejection of the vision of the Founding Fa- 
thers, who saw government as necessary 
in order to protect our natural, God-given 
rights, but something to be held in check, 
lest it become tyrannical. George Washing- 
ton reputedly described government as a 
“dangerous servant and a fearful master.” 


Washington and others of the found- 
ing generation had no illusions about the 
potential dangers of government. That is 
why they created a Constitution with a 
variety of checks on government. Among 
the many checks and balances were feder- 
alism, which divided powers between the 
states and a federal government; a system 
of separation of powers into three logical 
branches of government; and a system in 
which each branch held powers to “check” 
the power of the other two branches. 

The progressives, on the other hand, 
saw government as a “positive” force, not 
to be feared, but rather to be used to cor- 
rect alleged evils in society. By giving the 
right to vote to more individuals, govern- 
ment can be controlled at the ballot box, 
they believed. And, since the people have 
such control over government, they can 
use it to improve society. The progres- 
sives were optimistic, believing that if a 
problem existed in society, it could simply 
be solved by passing a law. 

Thus, Harding’s admonition that not 
every societal ill can be cured by a law is a 
slap in the face to most of the professional 
historians who tend to favor the progressive 
viewpoint of greater government power to 
check alleged social evils. Whereas Hard- 
ing warned, “Our most dangerous tenden- 
cy is to expect too much of government,” 
these progressive-loving historians think 
government should do more, not less. 

In his book A History of the American 
People, Paul Johnson, a professional his- 
torian who is not a progressive, offered 
his opinion of the maltreatment of Har- 
ding by the professional historians: “The 
deconstruction of the real Harding and 
his reconstruction as a crook, philanderer, 
and sleazy no-good was an exemplary ex- 
ercise in false historiography.” 


Harding Takes Over — Lightly 

In reality, both from a constitutional and a 
performance standpoint, Harding’s record 
as president was quite good, despite the 
fact that he inherited a mess from the pres- 
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Harding, however, opted to let the free 
market correct the downturn, rejecting the 
government interventionist philosophy 
pushed by Hoover. “Here at home we have 
had too much encouragement given to the 
idea that a government is a something-for- 


nothing institution.” 


idency of progressive Democrat Woodrow 
Wilson. There was a reason that Harding, 
a Republican, took every state outside 
the then-solidly Democratic Party South, 
garnering over 60 percent of the popular 
vote. The 1920 Democrat presidential can- 
didate, Governor James Cox of Ohio, was 
cursed with defending the Wilson record, 
and the voters chose Senator Warren Har- 
ding, also of Ohio, to reverse the nation’s 
course of progressivism. 

President Woodrow Wilson, a former col- 
lege history professor himself, declared the 
1920 presidential election a “solemn refer- 
endum” on U.S. participation in the League 
of Nations. The U.S. Senate had twice re- 
jected U.S. membership, and Wilson hoped 
the American people would send a pro- 
League message in the presidential race. 
Senator Harding, like many at the time, 
was concerned that the League of Nations 
could evolve into a world government and 
infringe on American national sovereignty 
and the individual liberty long enjoyed 
by its citizens. If the election were indeed 
about the League of Nations, then it was 
clear the American people did not want it. 

Harding inherited a growing national 
depression, and a national debt that had 
grown from $1 billion to $24 billion. In- 
flation had eaten away at the value of the 
American dollar, resulting in its deprecia- 
tion by at least 50 percent from the begin- 
ning of the Wilson administration. The 
Gross Domestic Product had contracted 
one-fourth, wages had fallen 20 percent, 
and 100,000 businesses had gone under. 

In such difficult circumstances, it 
must have been tempting for Harding 
to follow the activist course advocated 
by his secretary of commerce, Herbert 
Hoover. Harding, however, opted to let 
the free market correct the downturn, 
rejecting the government intervention- 
ist philosophy pushed by Hoover. “Here 
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at home we have had too 
much encouragement given 
to the idea that a govern- 
ment is a something-for- 
nothing institution.” 

Instead of taking the ad- 
vice of Hoover, a known 
“progressive Republican,” 
Harding rolled up his sleeves 
and went to work, doing what 
a public official should do in 
times of depression. Instead 
of tampering with the free market econo- 
my (as Hoover and Franklin Roosevelt did 
during the Great Depression), he allowed 
wages to fall to their natural level. Within 
a short few months, recovery had begun, 
and America was off into the “Roaring 
Twenties.” Harding concentrated on mod- 
ernizing the government’s budget process, 
pushing through Congress the creation of 
the Bureau of the Budget (now the Office 
of Management and Budget). 

From 1920-22, federal spending fell by 
one-half, from $6.3 billion to $3.2 billion. 
He signed legislation cutting the top tax 
rates almost in half. 

President Wilson had jailed thousands 
of dissenters during World War I, includ- 
ing a man who had simply made a movie, 
The Spirit of ’76, an historical film ver- 
sion of the American Revolution. Federal 
prosecutors contended the motion picture 
was far too negative toward our wartime 
British allies. Harding began the process 


of pardoning many of these jailed indi- 
viduals, including Eugene V. Debs, the 
Socialist Party candidate for president in 
1920. Harding detested the Socialist Party 
philosophy, but did not believe it was right 
for Debs to be jailed simply for opposing 
the war. He even had Debs over as a guest 
at the White House. 

Traveling to Birmingham, Alabama, 
Harding urged the nation to move away 
from the racial divisions in the country, call- 
ing for the states to provide for civil rights 
protections for Black citizens. He argued 
that unless what Americans taught about 
our system of government was “a lie, you 
must stand for that equality.” While Wil- 
son had purged Blacks from government 
jobs, Harding appointed over 100 A frican- 
Americans to government positions in his 
administration. 

“The recorded progress of our Republic, 
materially and spiritually, in itself proves 
the wisdom of the inherited policy of non- 
involvement in Old World affairs,” Harding 
said, rejecting the interventionist attitudes 
of the progressive presidents, Democrat 
Wilson and fellow progressive Republican 
Theodore Roosevelt. “We seek no part in 
directing the destinies of the Old World. We 
do not mean to be entangled,” Harding said, 
aligning himself with the non-intervention- 
ist viewpoint of the Founding Fathers, such 
as George Washington and Thomas Jeffer- 
son. In fact, it was Harding who coined the 
term, “the Founding Fathers.” 


Saving money: President Harding came to office determined to slash federal spending, including 


spending on the military. But he also wanted to make sure that these cuts did not damage the 
nation’s defensive capabilities. To accomplish these twin goals, he persuaded other great powers, 
seen here at the Washington Naval Conference in 1922, to also lower their spending on their navies. 
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But Harding was no “iso- 
lationist,” as he favored trade 
relations and armament reduc- 
tions with foreign nations. He 
hosted the Washington Naval 
Conference of 1921, which 
reduced the size of the navies 
of the Great Powers. With 
that done, Harding was able 
to cut more federal spending, 
and push for more cuts in tax 
rates. While Harding certain- 
ly favored a strong national 
defense, he desired a return 
to a more normal and modest 
peacetime force. 

Harding’s conservative 
politics were not new to the 
1920 presidential bid. He had 
taken the conservative side in 
intra-party struggles with pro- 
gressives years earlier. After 
two terms of progressivism 
under Teddy Roosevelt, Re- 
publicans nominated William 
Howard Taft in 1908. While 
Taft was not as strongly con- 
servative as his son, Sena- 
tor Robert A. Taft, he was 
certainly more conservative 
than Roosevelt. Taft rejected 
the creation of the Federal 
Reserve System, which brought down on 
him the opposition of powerful American 
bankers, including J.P. Morgan. Roosevelt 
came out of retirement to oppose Taft in 
1912 for the Republican Party nomina- 
tion, with financial backing from Morgan 
and other supporters of creating a central 
banking system. 

In this contest, Harding publicly sup- 
ported the more conservative Taft, even 
placing his name in nomination at the 
1912 Republican convention. Taft won the 
nomination, and Harding won the sneers 
of Roosevelt’s daughter, Alice Roosevelt 
Longworth, who later dismissed the dig- 
nified Harding as “a slob.” Harding’s de- 
tractors love to quote T.R.’s sharp-tongued 
daughter’s comments about Harding, but 
usually neglect to put her acidic comments 
into their proper context. 


Where He Came From 

Harding’s rise to the White House should 
be considered an American success story. 
From a simple, middle-class background, 
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Dominant diction: A newspaper publisher, Harding used his ability to use 
the language to great effect in the 1920 presidential election, in which 

he crushed his Democrat opponent. Besides that, it was said that he just 
looked like a president. 


Harding began his working career as a 
school teacher, a job he held for one year. 
He later called that job the toughest job he 
ever had. He read Blackstone's Commen- 
taries, thinking of a career in the law, but 
gave that up, too. He sold casualty insur- 
ance before buying the Marion Star news- 
paper at a sheriff’s auction for only $300. 
And part of that money was borrowed. He 
turned the Star into a successful business. 
Eventually, Harding entered politics, 
serving in the Ohio state Senate and as 
lieutenant governor. In 1914 he was elect- 
ed to the U.S. Senate, and six years later he 
successfully ran for U.S. president. 
Among the charges leveled at Harding 
is that his 1920 presidential nomination 
was “a fluke.” According to this scenario, 
Harding’s selection was made by an elite 
group of power brokers in a “smoke-filled 
room,” and “forced” upon the Republican 
National Convention. Actually, Harding’s 
nomination was the result of a planned 
strategy, worked out with his campaign 
manager, Harry Daugherty. After expect- 


ed nominee Teddy Roosevelt 
died unexpectedly in 1919, 
the Republican field was 
wide open. Several candidates 
emerged, including General 
Leonard Wood, Governor 
Frank Lowden of Illinois, 
Senator Hiram Johnson of 
California, Herbert Hoover 
of California, Nicholas Mur- 
ray Butler of New York, and 
Governor Calvin Coolidge of 
Massachusetts. 

In the eyes of those who 
decry the influence of “big 
money” in presidential 
politics, Harding should be 
viewed as a hero. He actually 
turned down offers of money 
to run his campaign, prefer- 
ring to be free of any restraints 
that would place on him. 
The strategy of Harding and 
Daugherty was that none of 
the several strong candidates 
so widely mentioned would 
be able to obtain the nomi- 
nation, and the convention 
would then turn to someone 
else. Harding, a U.S. senator 
from the key “swing state” 
of Ohio, would be a logical 
“second choice” of the supporters of the 
leading candidates. 

Harding chose to enter only two of 
the 16 presidential preference primaries. 
These primaries were not taken very se- 
riously at the time, and Harding actually 
despised them. He did not like the “loath- 
some nature” of the new primary system, 
which forced Republicans to campaign 
openly against fellow Republicans, divid- 
ing the party. 

Considered the most serious candidate 
by many was Leonard Wood, who cam- 
paigned in his Army uniform, proudly 
carrying the banner of progressivism and 
Teddy Roosevelt. Harding’s “favorite son” 
candidacy in Ohio was challenged by 
Wood. Harding ran on a platform of un- 
ashamed Americanism, saying Americans 
“must make sure our own house is in per- 
fect order before we attempt the miracle of 
Old World stabilization. Call it selfishness 
or nationality if you will, I think it an in- 
spiration to patriotic devotion — to safe- 
guard America first, to stabilize America 


sa 
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So soon forgotten: The nation grieved when Harding died. But soon the Teapot Dome Scandal 
erupted, which would mark the beginning of the rapid decline of his historical reputation. 


first, to prosper America first, to think of 
America first, to exalt America first, to 
live for and revere America first.” 

Harding managed to defeat Wood in 
Ohio, but was trounced in both Indiana 
and Montana. He considered pulling out, 
and concentrating on getting reelected to 
the Senate, but his wife, Florence, insisted 
that he stay in the fight, so he did. 

The convention outcome developed just 
as Harding had hoped. No single candi- 
date could gain enough support to win the 
nomination, so delegates began to consid- 
er alternatives. It is no surprise that Har- 
ding, a senator from Ohio (then, as now, 
an important “swing state”), would come 
to their minds. Calling the meeting of 
some party leaders that took place on the 
13th floor suite of the Blackstone Hotel a 
“smoke-filled room” is like saying the sky 
is blue. All political gatherings of the day, 
regardless of party, had their share of cigar 
and pipe smokers. 

While it seems obvious in retrospect 
that the Republican nominee would easily 
win, one must remember that the Demo- 
crats had taken the last two presidential 


Harding insisted on speaking personally 
with over 100 reporters wishing to meet 
him. It is not surprising that the genuinely 
kind and personable Harding received 
good press coverage during the campaign, 
and throughout most of his presidency. 
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elections, and Republicans were anxious 
to win in 1920. Ohio’s governor, James 
Cox, was expected to be the Democrat 
nominee, and in a close election, which- 
ever candidate who won Ohio could be 
expected to carry the Electoral College’s 
majority. Some thought the selection of 
another Ohioan, the Republican Senator 
Warren Harding, was perhaps necessary 
to edge out the Democrats. 

Senator Reed Smoot of Utah left the 
meeting, which had no authority over the 
rest of the delegates at the convention. A 
reporter asked him whom he expected to 
be the nominee, and Smoot responded: “We 
decided on Harding.” Of course, the group 
had made no such decision, but the report- 
ing of Smoot’s prediction gave the impres- 
sion of momentum for Harding, and it be- 
came a self-fulfilling prophecy. Although 
Harding eventually did win the nomina- 
tion, the convention chairman, Senator 
Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts, was 
actually pushing another candidate for the 
“smoke-filled room” to get behind. 

After winning the nomination, Hard- 
ing’s manager, Harry Daugherty, wanted 
to rush him out of the hotel, 
and onto a train bound for 
Ohio, but Harding insisted 
on speaking personally with 
over 100 reporters wishing to 
meet him. It is not surprising 
that the genuinely kind and 
personable Harding received 
good press coverage during 
the campaign, and through- 
out most of his presidency. 


In an effort to unite the party, Harding ap- 
pointed a Cabinet of both conservatives and 
progressives. Among those whom Harding 
won over to serving as secretary of the trea- 
sury was Andrew Mellon, the second-rich- 
est man in the country. Mellon conceived of 
the tax rate cuts that contributed greatly the 
economic boom of the twenties. 


Where History Went Wrong 


During his term of office, Harding was 
one of the most popular of presidents, and 
it was only after his sudden death in 1923 
that public opinion began to shift. For 
several years, Harding had suffered from 
hypertension, and nothing really could be 
done about the condition under the medi- 
cal knowledge of the day. This high-blood- 
pressure problem eventually led to his 
death, almost certainly from a heart attack, 
in the summer of 1923. Harding was on a 
vacation, returning from Alaska to Califor- 
nia, when he succumbed. As his body was 
transported back to Washington, D.C. by 
train, nine million people appeared along 
the railroad tracks as he passed by. 

Daugherty recalled the scene at Chey- 
enne, in his 1932 book, The Inside Story of 
the Harding Tragedy. “As the train came 
to a stop, a terrific storm burst, lightning 
flashed, thunder pealed, and the rain fell in 
torrents. I looked through the windows in 
amazement. Not a man, woman, or child 
sought shelter. They stood in their tracks 
while a band of school children sang 
‘Nearer My God to Thee.’” 

Within a matter of months, his great 
popularity would be replaced with the 
widespread belief that Harding’s adminis- 
tration was shot through with scandal, that 
he was a failure as a president, and that he 
was a man of low morals. 

To understand the transformation of 
Harding from a beloved president to the 
modern, intensely negative perception of 
his term in office, one must first exam- 
ine the role of the Teapot Dome Scandal, 
which over time came to define his presi- 
dency. In short, the scandal involved the 
eventual conviction of Harding’s Secretary 
of the Interior, Albert B. Fall, for taking 
bribes from oil tycoons Harry Sinclair and 
Edward Doheny in exchange for leasing 
some oil reserves under his control at the 
Teapot Dome reserve in Wyoming and the 
Elk Hills reserve in California. 

The oil reserves had been set aside for 
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future use by the Navy during the Taft and 
Wilson administrations. Oil was a critical 
resource for the fighting of World War One, 
and so-called experts at the time believed 
there was such a limited amount of oil in 
the ground that could be retrieved, that it 
would all be gone within a few years. But 
with the coming of peace, oil was greatly 
needed to drive the engine of the economy. 
As Daugherty explained, it was Democrat 
Senator Thomas J. Walsh of Montana who 
was the original sponsor of changes in law 
to allow the transfer of the oil reserves to 
private oil companies. Ironically, it was 
Walsh who later prosecuted Fall before the 
Senate committee investigating possible 
bribery in the transactions. 

Daugherty said that Walsh “argued in 
favor of leasing the naval oil reserves to 
private parties for development, on the 
ground that it was unwise for the govern- 
ment to undertake it.” The Federal Leasing 
Act was passed in February 1920, and was 
signed by President Woodrow Wilson into 
law. The law was later amended to give the 
secretary of the Navy complete control of 
all naval reserves. Environmentalists, led 
by progressive Senator Robert LaFollette, 
opposed the measure. 

Generally, the leasing of public land 
was under the control of the secretary of 
the interior, which post Harding appointed 
Fall to fill. Fall was a U.S. senator from 
New Mexico, and was planning to return 


to private business when asked by fel- 
low senator and President-elect Harding 
to take the post. According to Tempest 
Over Teapot Dome: The Story of Albert B. 
Fall, Harding wanted Fall because “there 
is more opportunity for graft and scandal 
connected with the disposition of public 
lands” than was the case in other depart- 
ments, and Harding wanted “a man who is 
thoroughly honest.” 

Fall finally relented to accept the ap- 
pointment. He wrote his wife, “I am now 
trying to look upon the bright side and see 
the compensations which may offer them- 
selves in that position.” While it is doubtful 
that Fall meant the acceptance of bribes as 
among those “compensations,” he eventu- 
ally did lease the Teapot Dome reserves to 
two oil men and received “loans” of about 
$100,000. Fall maintained the loans had 
nothing to do with the decision to lease the 
reserves to Doheny and Sinclair, but a jury 
eventually thought otherwise, sending Fall 
to prison. Oddly, while Fall was convicted 
of taking bribes, Doheny and Sinclair were 
acquitted of offering bribes. 

Harding had no reason to know Fall 
had taken what a jury would later decide 
were bribes. As Daugherty explained, 
“The President received from Fall a re- 
port on the leases made under him. This 
report contained nothing of an illegal or 
suspicious nature. And the Secretary of 
the Interior, concealing from the Presi- 


Edward Doheny (seated at table, second from right) testifies to a Senate committee about 
questionable oil leases he obtained by the approval of Secretary of the Interior Albert Fall. Fall was 
later convicted of taking bribes from Doheny and oil tycoon Harry Sinclair, but they were never 


convicted of paying bribes to Fall. 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


dent the fact that he had secured no com- 
petitive bids and had received a “loan” of 
$100,000 from Doheny before these leases 
were made, allowed his chief to send to the 
Committee a letter of endorsement.” 

If Harding is to be held responsible for 
Fall’s corruption, then perhaps the entire 
U.S. Senate that confirmed Fall as secre- 
tary of the interior in less than one min- 
ute, with no hearings, without a dissenting 
vote, should also be held to account. 

In addition to the Teapot Dome, another 
scandal that damaged Harding’s historical 
reputation was found in the Veteran’s Bu- 
reau. As a result of America’s participation 
in the First World War, the United States 
had to deal with thousands of veterans, and 
the Congress created the Veteran’s Bureau 
to deal with the situation. Harding ap- 
pointed Charles Forbes, a highly decorated 
veteran of the war, to lead the new agency. 
Eventually Daugherty, who was by then at- 
torney general, suspected Forbes was sell- 
ing surplus supplies at absurdly low prices 
to private contractors and taking kickbacks. 

Daugherty alerted Harding about his 
concerns. Harding demanded Forbes ex- 
plain himself, and Forbes basically lied 
to the president, giving him phony infor- 
mation. Harding ordered Forbes to stop 
his sales, but Forbes did not stop. So in 
February 1923, Harding called Forbes in 
again and demanded his resignation for 
insubordination. The extent of Forbes’ 
extensive criminal activity was not dis- 
covered until after Harding’s death later 
that summer. If Harding is responsible 
for Forbes’ corruption, he should be 
given credit for appointing his replace- 
ment, who cleaned up the mess. 

Writing in The Growth of America, 
1878-1928, historian Clarence Carson 
wrote, “After all this furor, the worst that 
could be said about President Harding was 
that he used bad judgment in one or two 
(among numerous) appointments and in 
selecting one or more of his friends. That 
his reputation should be so badly tarnished 
by these wayward events does not speak 
well for historians who have generally 
downgraded his achievements.” 


Whipping Harding's Wife 

While there is no evidence that Harding 
knew of Fall’s corruption, the sudden 
death of Harding, from an apparent heart 
attack, led to speculation that perhaps 
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Harding was actually poisoned by his own 
wife! This bizarre theory was expounded 
by Gaston Means, in his scandalous The 
Strange Death of President Harding. 

What would be the possible motive 
for Florence Harding to murder her own 
husband? 

One answer was provided by Nan Brit- 
ton of Marion, Ohio, a woman about 30 
years younger than Harding, who claimed 
she had carried on a long-term sexual af- 
fair with the late president. She claimed he 
was the father of her child, Elizabeth Ann 
Christian, in her book, The President's 
Daughter, published a few years after 
Harding’s death. 

Britton certainly had a “thing” for Hard- 
ing. In her high-school English book, she 
wrote several references to Harding, then 
the local newspaper publisher in Marion. 
She even wrote on page one of the book 
that among the reasons George Washington 
should be honored was because “he looks 
like Harding.” 

While Britton named a sol- 
dier in Europe, Edmund M. 
Christian, on the birth certifi- 
cate as her daughter’s father, 
in the book she said that the 
girl was conceived in Har- 
ding’s Senate office in 1919, 
and that they continued the 
affair even after he was presi- 
dent, even having sex in a 
White House closet! 

The charge is without 
evidence. Frank Gibbs, who 
traveled with Harding during 
the presidential campaign of 
1920, said he was with Hard- 
ing “almost constantly,” and 
yet he had “never heard of a 
woman by the name of Nan 
Britton.” Patrick Kenrey, the 
doorkeeper at the executive 
offices for 35 years, said 
that not only had he “never” 
heard of Nan Britton, but 
furthermore he knew that 
“no strange woman ever 
came here to see President 
Warren G. Harding.” Ike 
Hoover, who began working 
at the White House during 
the administration of Presi- 
dent Benjamin Harrison in 
the 1880s, and left at the 
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start of the administration of Franklin 
Roosevelt in the 1930s, was blunt: “Nan 
Britton is a liar.” 

Daugherty was vehement in his denun- 
ciation of Nan Britton. “Without hesita- 
tion, therefore, I say that I never heard of 
her, nor heard her name spoken, until the 
appearance of the book, The President's 
Daughter.” 

Daugherty challenged Britton’s ac- 
count on multiple points. He noted that 
Richard Wightman, who helped Britton 
write the book, was sued for divorce for 
his association with Britton. He called 
attention to the fact that, despite the alle- 
gations that Harding saw Britton several 
times in the period before he was presi- 
dent, Harding never bothered to see their 
supposed child. “He loved children,” 
Daugherty said. “He was never known to 
pass a child without a smile or a touch of 
his big, gentle hand.” 

Daugherty found it incredible that in a 


Much ado about nothing: While Nan Britton authored a scandalous book 
accusing the late president of fathering her daughter, she offered no 
credible evidence. Still, some intent on damaging Harding’s presidential 
legacy give her charges more credit than is deserved. 


book of 439 pages, “There is produced not 
a single letter of Harding’s to Miss Britton. 
The writer says that he was an habitual 
writer of love letters and sent her hundreds 
— many of them forty to sixty pages long! 
The author of The President's Daugh- 
ter could not produce one of these, for a 
simple reason. They were never written. 
They were never received by Miss Britton. 
One genuine love letter would have been 
enough to establish her case. But she never 
has and never can produce it.” 

Of course, Britton claimed that she de- 
stroyed all these supposed love letters, but 
Daugherty explained why the alleged af- 
fair never “came out.” The reason it did 
not come out, was because “such a thing 
had never happened.” 

Despite his “love of children,” Harding 
and his wife never had children. The rea- 
son that they never had children was that 
Harding was sterile. Dr. Joseph De Barthe, 
writing in The Answer in 1928, contended 
Harding was physically unable 
to have children, and for that 
reason, Nan Britton’s book 
was a lie. De Barthe asked 
in his book, “Would a nor- 
mal flesh and blood mother 
cast the pestilence of a bawdy 
house upon her innocent off- 
spring to gain her own finan- 
cial independence?” Britton 
sued, but the jury took only 
one hour to return a verdict of 
“no cause for action.” 

When Gaston Means’ 
scurrilous book appeared, 
Daugherty predicted “the 
good sense of the American 
people” would reject it. “The 
attack upon Mrs. Harding and 
President Harding, both of 
whom are dead, is a disgrace 
to America.” 

“The book will appeal to 
those envious souls who love 
to see men in high places be- 
fouled when they cannot be 
broken, and will put soiled 
money in the pockets of the 
author.” 


Some Sense Needed 


Some of the accusations made 
against Harding in the wake 
of his death were so absurd 
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that it is amazing that they are still repeat- 
ed today. Charges were made that night 
after night at the White House, Harding 
and his cronies engaged in high-stake 
poker games, excessive drinking, and 
sexual orgies. 

One must wonder why this image of an 
incompetent and corrupt Warren Harding 
was created so soon after his death, and why 
such a false picture of the man is still repeat- 
ed from academia to the popular culture. 

It is not surprising that liberal or pro- 
gressive Democrats today would have a 
low opinion of a conservative Republican 
president like Warren Harding. But, prob- 
ably a majority of conservatives who are 
aware of the Harding administration have 
a vague, negative viewpoint of him, think- 
ing something like, “Wasn’t he involved in 
some scandals?” 

Speaking to a Republican who consid- 
ers himself an admirer of the progres- 
sive Republican President Theodore 
Roosevelt, I called Harding perhaps the 
most under-rated president in U.S. history. 
He responded with a tirade of invective, 
concluding that Harding had visited every 
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whorehouse in Washington, D.C. When 
I challenged such slanderous comments, 
asking him, “How do you know that?” His 
response was instructive: “How do you 
know that he did not?” 

The fact of the matter is that a fair as- 
sessment of the Harding administration 
would not lead one to the conclusion that 
he was a poor president, or a particularly 
immoral person. The evidence simply 
does not lead one to that conclusion. 

The probable genesis of the libel that 
Warren Harding was a horrible person and 
a horrible president is that Harding’s death 
occurred just before the 1924 presidential 
campaign. Faced with a roaring economy, 
and the general success of Harding, the 
Democrats desperately needed an issue, 
and the Teapot Dome Scandal provided that. 
Once the attacks began, they fed on them- 
selves. Despite the onslaught of attacks upon 
a dead man, the Democrats basically got 
little electoral help from the assaults upon 
Harding. Harding’s Vice President, Calvin 
Coolidge, won a huge victory the next year, 
basically untarnished by all the mud thrown 
on the memory of Warren Harding. 


Elegance for ar bath 
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The Republican Party, determined to win 
the 1924 election, is at least partly to blame 
for the destruction of Harding’s reputation. 
In an effort to deflect attention away from 
Coolidge and the rest of the Republican 
Party, they used Harding as a convenient 
person on whom to blame for all the scan- 
dals. The argument used was that Coolidge 
was a “Puritan in Babylon.” While Har- 
ding might very well have been corrupt, 
the Republicans conceded, “We now have 
a president who is totally free from corrup- 
tion.” Hoping to avoid being dirtied by the 
load of mud being thrown at the late Warren 
Harding, Republicans more or less joined 
in burying the reputation of a man who 
had put them back into the White House in 
1920, and laid the groundwork for landslide 
victories in 1924 and 1928. 

For all their admiration for tradition, 
conservatives are lax in winning the “war” 
over the interpretation of history. If the 
real record of President Warren G. Har- 
ding were allowed to become the standard 
interpretation, he would be listed among 
our best presidents instead of one of our 
worst. And liberals cannot allow that. 
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EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Auto Mechanic 
Injures Burglar 


AL.com reported on December 2 about 
a suspected burglar who was seriously 
injured when he tried breaking in to an 
auto shop in Birmingham, Alabama. The 
incident occurred around 5 a.m. when two 
suspected burglars jumped a fence to gain 
access to the business. The owner recently 
had begun sleeping there owing to ongo- 
ing burglary attempts and was prepared if 
any criminals decided to once again target 
his business. The owner came out of the 
building armed with his pistol and fired at 
the trespassers. He injured one of the men, 
who then fled the scene. The owner also 
slapped the second intruder and told him 
to get off the property. Both trespassers 
ran away, but the suspect with the gunshot 
wound was dropped off at a nearby hospi- 
tal, where he was listed with life-threaten- 
ing injuries. An acquaintance of the shop 
owner told AL.com that there have been 
multiple break-ins at the business, with 
burglars jumping the fence and cutting the 
fence in order to steal from the auto shop. 


Not a Neighborhood 
to Mess With 


The Advocate reported on December 8 
about a resident who fatally shot a burglar 
who had broken in to the man’s home in 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The resident was 
alone inside the house when he heard some 
noise from a back room. The homeowner 
armed himself with a handgun and went to 
investigate. The resident then confronted 
an intruder ransacking one of his back 
rooms. The suspected burglar was shot 
multiple times in the upper torso during 
the confrontation. Police were called to 
the scene, and emergency responders took 
the injured burglar to a hospital, where he 
later died. A neighborhood resident, Pete 
Dawson, told the Advocate that this “is 
not really a neighborhood to mess with.” 
Dawson was at home with his wife and 
children when the shooting took place and 
never heard the shots, although he did hear 
the sound of tires screeching when the po- 
lice cars raced to the scene. 
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Another neighbor, Randall Thompson, 
told the Advocate that the homeowner who 
shot the suspected burglar was “taking 
care of business.” Thompson added that 
a “man has a right to defend his property” 
and that anyone who targeted his home 
would likely meet the same fate. “They’ve 
got to get through the dogs first.... And 
then they’re going to get shot.” 


Football Players Charged 
With Felony Murder 


AL.com reported on December 4 about a 
shooting that occurred in Montgomery, 
Alabama, which made the national news. 
Under the state’s felony murder rule, Mont- 
gomery police have charged three Faulkner 
University students in the aftermath of the 
shooting death of a fellow student athlete 
and alleged accomplice in a burglary at- 
tempt. The deceased student, 19-year-old 
Ryan Brooks, was shot by a homeowner 
and Faulkner University student when 
Brooks and three other Faulkner University 
students allegedly attempted to break in to 
the residence to commit a robbery. 

Montgomery Police confirmed that the 
homeowner shot Brooks in self-defense 
and that three other students involved 
in the home invasion robbery have been 
charged with murder. Felony murder is the 
legal doctrine whereby any participant in 
a felony can be held criminally liable for 
any deaths that occurred during the com- 
mission of the felony. The felony murder 
rule in Alabama has been codified by 
state statute 13A-6-2 (a)(3), which states 
a person is guilty of murder when “he or 
she commits or attempts to commit ... 
burglary in the first or second degree ... 
[or] any other felony clearly dangerous 
to human life and, in the course of and in 
furtherance of the crime that he or she is 
committing or attempting to commit, or in 
immediate flight therefrom, he or she, or 
another participant if there be any, causes 
the death of any person.” 

Brooks and two other of the suspects 
were members of the school’s junior var- 
sity football team, and the fourth suspect 
was a member of the school’s soccer team. 
Faulkner University describes itself as “a 


distinctively Christian university, where 
God’s Word is taught and respected, and 
where students are encouraged to grow in 
intellect, character and service.” 

Faulkner University President Billy D. 
Hilyer later released a statement about the 
shooting that acknowledged the four stu- 
dents broke in to the home in an attempt to 
steal illegal drugs. “Needless to say, I am 
very shocked and disappointed to discover 
the involvement of drugs in this already 
tragic event.... We have and will continue to 
enforce a comprehensive disciplinary policy 
for any violations involving illegal drugs,” 
Hilyer avowed in the released statement. 
The college administration plans to update 
many of the school’s policies in the wake 
of this shooting, including more vigorously 
vetting prospective students, although initial 
news reports stated that none of the partici- 
pants had a prior criminal record. 


It’s a Small World 


The Robesonian reported on December 9 
about a shooting in Lumberton, North Car- 
olina, that involved a homeowner shoot- 
ing a burglar who would later turn out 
to be a distant relative. The homeowner, 
36-year-old Sanford Hardin, was work- 
ing at a chicken farm down the road from 
his home when he received a call from 
his wife, who told him there was a suspi- 
cious vehicle parked outside their house. 
Suspecting foul play, Hardin left work and 
went home to investigate. Upon arriving 
on the scene, he observed a man sleeping 
in a car near the house. When he tapped on 
the car window, the person woke up and 
quickly drove away. Hardin then entered 
his house to discover two masked intrud- 
ers. One of the intruders was armed and 
fired at Hardin, hitting him in the shoul- 
der. Thankfully, the injured homeowner 
was armed and was capable of firing back 
at the violent burglars. Hardin fatally shot 
one of the intruders, and the other in- 
truder fled the house. Hardin then dialed 
911 to report the crime and shooting. The 
deceased intruder was later described by 
authorities as having the same last name 
as Hardin and as being a “distant relative,” 
according to WRAL.com. 

— PATRICK KREY 
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EPA Edicts: Large Price 
Tag, Little Value 


Item: Speaking at the United Nations 
Summit on Climate Change on September 
23, 2014, President Obama claimed that 
the “climate is changing faster than our 
efforts to address it. The alarm bells keep 
ringing. Our citizens keep marching. We 
cannot pretend we do not hear them.” 
ITEM: Gina McCarthy, the administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency, 
in a statement issued on November 26, 
2014, said: “Bringing ozone pollution 
standards in line with the latest science 
will clean up our air, improve access to 
crucial air quality information, and pro- 
tect those most at-risk.” 

The administrator went on to say: 
“Fulfilling the promise of the Clean Air 
Act has always been EPA’ responsibil- 
ity. Our health protections have endured 
because they’re engineered to evolve, so 
that’s why we’re using the latest science 
to update air quality standards — to fulfill 
the law’s promise, and defend each and 
every person 8 right to clean air.” 

ITEM: The New York Times on December 
12 happily headlined its piece on the event 
“Strange Climate Event: Warmth Toward 
the U.S.” Said the paper: “When it comes 
to global warming, the United States has 
long been viewed as one of the world’s 
worst actors. American officials have been 
booed and hissed during international cli- 
mate talks.”’ Continued the paper: “At the 
global climate change negotiations now 
wrapping up in Peru, American negotia- 
tors are being met with something wildly 
unfamiliar: cheers, applause, thanks and 
praise.” The change grew from “a his- 
toric announcement” in November by the 
United States and China that “they would 
Jointly commit to cut their emissions.” 
CORRECTION: Please do save us. In this 
case, the real menaces are the reams of tech- 
nocratic rules that will harm the U.S. econ- 
omy and do little to remedy the fears about 
a changing climate. Global warmists world- 
wide would assuredly love to see the United 
States become the first to make a lemming 
leap of economic suicide. They profess that 
they will be right behind us. Sure. 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


Politicizing his “problems”: While they were at the 2014 Climate Summit at UN headquarters 
in New York, President Obama gathered representatives from six Mideastern countries that are 
fighting ISIS. The United States is leading the way in climate and terrorism posturing. 


The vaunted deal with China (as we 
examined in this column in the previous 
issue) is folly on an international scale. 
Meanwhile, on the domestic front, we are 
being targeted with onerous Environmen- 
tal Protection Administration regulations, 
which are in various stages of implementa- 
tion. These cover power-plant emissions, 
ozone levels, mining, mercury, and more. 

Whether you work in the industry or 
not, you will pay indirectly for these de- 
crees, which is why the EPA’s power-plant 
proposals drew 1.6 million comments by 
early December. It doesn’t take a Mensa 
member to figure out that most of the 
Americans commenting were not offer- 
ing their “cheers, applause, thanks and 
praise,” as did the international environ- 
mental activists and bureaucrats in Peru. 

A private industry consultancy, Energy 
Ventures Analysis, calculates that the EPA’s 
new carbon rules alone would push the 
costs of electricity and natural gas up by 
nearly $300 billion in 2020 compared with 
2012; over the same period, the annual bills 
of a typical household for electricity and 
natural gas would increase by 35 percent 
and then escalate each year thereafter as the 
regulations grow more stringent. 

Only simple souls or the terminally 
naive think this is all being done for the 
ephemeral goal of an unspoiled planet. 


We are, after all, talking about Washing- 
ton, D.C., where shysterism is a way of 
life and most talk on principles and act on 
interests. One must also consider, as Na- 
tional Review discerned last summer, that 
the upshot will be what amounts to another 
tax, and “a relatively large one at that.” 
This effective tax 


will be used to underwrite favors for 
Democratic interest groups while 
creating corporate subsidies for polit- 
ically connected businesses — name- 
ly, those liberal financiers who have 
large financial positions in so-called 
clean-energy technologies and stand 
to make a hefty profit from govern- 
ment mandates for renewables. 
Come for the feel-good greenwash- 
ing, stay for the corporate welfare. 


As for the ozone regulations, which were 
made public the day before Thanksgiving, 
those are even pricier than those deal- 
ing with carbon-dioxide emissions. The 
National Association of Manufacturers 
(NAM) believes they may be the costliest 
regulations in American history. And that 
is saying something for the EPA, which 
has had a lot of practice to reach that dubi- 
ous milestone: According to estimates by 
the U.S. Office of Management and Bud- 
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get, the EPA’s regulations accounted for 
between 43 and 53 percent of the overall 
costs of all major federal regulations be- 
tween 2001 and 2011. 

In return for new ozone regulations, this 
is what we will get: a reduction in the gross 
domestic product of the nation by $3.4 
trillion between 2017 and 2040, as found 
in a study issued in July by the NAM. In 
addition, this set of regulations will cut 
about 2.7 million jobs annually, on aver- 
age, through 2040. One doesn’t hear much 
in the way of cheers, applause, thanks, and 
praise for this regulatory edict either. As 
the Wall Street Journal has noted, the “en- 
tirely discretionary” ozone rule could cost 
“as much as $17 billion a year in return for 
ever-more-minuscule gains in public health 
— by the agency’s own calculation. Foot- 
note: EPA estimates are always wrong by at 
least an order of magnitude.” 

For the EPA to supposedly fulfill the 
“promise” of the Clean Air Act, the Wall 
Street Journal pointed out, the “agency 
is using an obscure clause in the Clean 
Air Act of 1970 known as Section 111(d) 
to transform U.S. energy policy, though 
these vague several hundred words have 
only been applied five times in history to 


minor problems like particles from pulp 
mills or municipal landfill gas.” However, 
the Journal continued, the EPA cannot use 
this section 


as a general license to supervise the 
Earth’s atmosphere and U.S. econo- 
my. In any case — again by the EPA’s 
own estimate — the plan would re- 
duce atmospheric CO, by less than 
1% and prevent a sea level rise of 
less than one-thousandth of an inch. 


The Communist Chinese, of course, will 
take what they are given. The deal they got 
requires them only to say they will begin to 
make an effort to cut their carbon-dioxide 
emissions later — way down the road, 16 
years from now. The Obama administration, 
on the other hand, made a “rather severe” 
commitment, as pointed out by S. Fred 
Singer, a renowned atmospheric physicist. 

Singer is a research fellow at the Inde- 
pendent Institute, a professor emeritus of 
Environmental Sciences at the University 
of Virginia, and a former founding director 
of the U.S. Weather Satellite Service. As 
he wrote not long ago for the institute, the 
U.S. government has committed to 
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Trouble overhead: Not only is Obama’s EPA set on reducing CO. emissions in excess of 26 
percent, causing electricity rates to skyrocket, it’s planning to implement new ozone regulations, 
destroying millions of jobs. Even by the EPA’s figures, neither will much affect climate or health. 
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an actual reduction of 26-28% in 
CO, emissions by 2025, just 10 years 
away. This goal can only be achieved 
by the substitution of natural gas for 
coal-fired power plants, and the even- 
tual replacement of much of natural 
gas with unreliable and uneconomic 
“renewables,” such as wind and 
solar. As Obama promised in 2008, 
electricity costs will “skyrocket.” 
Indeed, this seems to be the US plan 
— as spelled out by the EPA, under 
the direction of the White House. All 
the China agreement really does is to 
make Obama look good to his Green 
constituency, besides providing a 
convenient “club” to use for his “war 
on coal.” The expected effect on the 
global climate is zero, zilch, nada. 
From the Chinese point of view, this 
is an ideal arrangement, and has both 
commercial and strategic benefits. It 
makes energy more expensive in the 
United States and Europe; it cripples 
the industrial base of the Western 
World. And hand-in-hand with eco- 
nomic strength goes military strength. 


The professor is hardly alone in noting that 
the administration’s Clean Power Plan will 
do little to mitigate future climate change 
even if one assumes that these carbon- 
dioxide regulations work as predicted. 
John Christy, a well-known atmospheric 
scientist at the University of Alabama in 
Huntsville, using the international climate 
models favored by the global warmists, 
likewise judges that the climate impact “of 
these reductions will also be minuscule and 
thus undetectable and un-attributable.” 

Of late, because of advances in drilling, 
the United States has been going in the 
right direction in developing our energy 
sources. That would change dramatically 
under the Obama administration’s latest 
edicts. Economist Stephen Moore, in an 
article in the Washington Times for Novem- 
ber 18, 2014, observed the new regulations 
that the administration is pushing, in part 
to meet the requirements of the deal made 
with China, has Beijing laughing at us. 

This would also be the case with ad- 
ditional potential international accords the 
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administration might use to constrain busi- 
nesses. As Moore observes, the policies 
being advanced by the Obama adminis- 
tration would put “hundreds of thousands 
of blue-collar, mostly unionized American 
workers out of business. Coal regulations 
alone could render more than 150,000 coal 
miners, truck drivers and coal-power plant 
workers unemployed. Congratulations, 
Mr. President. What a victory.” 

Yet, the United States, as Moore rightly 
states, 


has already reduced its carbon-diox- 
ide emissions more than any other in- 
dustrial nation (from 2003 to 2011), 
thanks to cheap and abundant natural 
gas. Meanwhile, China’s emissions 
have skyrocketed. 

China is building one coal-burning 
energy plant nearly every month. The 
Chinese are trying to figure out how 
to do fracking so they can get at their 
oil and gas resources — launching a 
five-year, $275 billion plan toward 
the efforts last year. 

They are importing huge amounts of 
coal from the United States. They just 
signed a pipeline deal presently valued 
at $300 billion with Russian President 
Vladimir Putin to transport billions of 
barrels of oil and gas to China. 

Does any of this sound like the 
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agenda of a nation that is ready to 
swear off fossil fuels? 


The Environmental Protection Agency, nat- 
urally, claims to have “science” on its side 
in all its diktats. They also have the back- 
ing of the establishment media and “green” 
groups that work cheek by jowl with the 
administration. A regulation can be undone, 
but it is more difficult to do so when it has 
become a fait accompli. Businesses have 
already been forced to start spending bil- 
lions to try to meet the requirements handed 
down from Washington. 

For regulatory proponents, time is a 
factor. Michael Greenstone, the head of 
the Energy Policy Institute, for example, 
is worried about who might sit in the 
White House after the present incumbent. 
As pointed out in late November 2014 in 
The Hill, a D.C. paper, the director recom- 
mended that Obama and the EPA work dil- 
igently to make the carbon emissions rule 
final, “and work with the states to imple- 
ment it as quickly as possible. ‘Someone’s 
got to march this across the finish line 
before the Obama administration leaves 
town,’ he [Greenstone] said.” 

Cost-benefit analyses are often used by 
businesses and normal Americans to help 
in making decisions. The EPA is generally 
above such mundane matters. It decides 
what to do and then bends what it views 


as facts to fit. As columnist Paul Driessen 
put it in December, the so-called Clean 
Power Plan 


augments numerous other anti-coal 
regulations. Their imaginary benefits 
include reduced mercury risks for hy- 
pothetical American women who eat 
296 pounds of fish a year that they 
catch themselves, and a “0.00209 
point” improvement in IQ test scores. 

The Environmental Protection 
Agency’s particulates standard is 
equivalent to having | ounce of su- 
perfine soot dispersed in a volume of 
air one-half mile long, one-half mile 
wide and one story tall. 

America’s air is already clean, 
thanks to emission control systems 
that remove the vast majority of pol- 
lutants. Remaining pollutants pose 
few actual health problems. 

Moreover ... China and India will 
keep burning fossil fuels to lift people 
out of abject poverty. Even eliminating 
all U.S. coal and natural gas use will 
not make an iota of global difference. 


Even more insidious is the fact that the 
EPA regulators, with the blessing of the 
White House, are willing — even eager — 
to undermine the Constitution to get what 
they want. This is the real power that is 
at stake. Even President Obama’s former 
law professor at Harvard, the left-wing 
Laurence Tribe, recognizes that. Tribe, 
in conjunction with the private Peabody 
Energy coal company, said as much in a 
recent and detailed rebuke of the adminis- 
tration’s actions. 

The professor, in comments filed in 
early December, noted (among many other 
points) that the EPA is likely violating the 
Fifth Amendment with its “palpable un- 
fairness of imposing all the cost on a small 
subset of entities [a reference to coal com- 
panies] within the agency’s cross-hairs.” 

The Obama administration and its 
henchmen in the EPA may not like cer- 
tain sources of energy that drive vital eco- 
nomic activities, but that does not give 
the green vigilantes the right to lynch the 
Constitution. 

— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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BY WILLIAM F. JASPER 


Abolisn the EPA 


he federal SWAT team 
| of nearly two dozen 
heavily armed agents 
from the EPA, FBI, and other 
agencies descended on the 
Canal Refining Co. in Church 
Point, Louisiana. Their tar- 
get: Hubert P. Vidrine, Jr., the 
plant manager. His crime? 
Allegedly storing hazardous 
materials. His employees 
were herded up and treated 
like criminals. They were Gina 
prevented from using the rest- ; ee aay 
rooms for several hours, as 
well as being denied the right 
to call their homes and day- 
care centers to make plans to 
have their children picked up. 

That was in September 1996. It took the federal government 
more than three years, until December 1999, to indict Vidrine on 
one count of illegally storing a hazardous substance, during which 
time his name was publicly dragged through the mud, his liberties 
were greatly limited under pre-trial probation, and his family’s fi- 
nances were devastated. The case against Vidrine turned out to be 
completely bogus, a malicious fabrication. Realizing they would 
lose in court, the federal prosecutors dropped all charges before 
the start of the trial. On September 30, 2011, 15 years after being 
subjected to the grief and humiliation of the EPA’s initial assault, 
Mr. and Mrs. Vidrine received a measure of redress, in the form 
of a decision by United States District Judge Rebecca Doherty 
awarding them $1,677,000 in damages and legal costs. 

“This Court finds probable cause did not exist to indict Hu- 
bert Vidrine, nor to doggedly pursue him for close to four years,” 
said Judge Doherty. Moreover, she noted, the EPA’s Keith Phil- 
lips “acted with malice” and “set out with intent and reckless 
and callous disregard for anyone’s rights other than his own ... 
to effectively destroy another man’s life.” 

Taking cognizance of the “egregious conduct displayed by an 
agent of the government and the devastation wrought on oth- 
erwise law-abiding citizens,” Judge Doherty noted that if not 
for federal immunity law, which disallowed punitive damages, 
“this Court would have awarded punitive damages in the hope 
of deterring such reckless and damaging conduct and abuse of 
power in the future.” 

While a punitive judgment in the Vidrine case might have 
rendered some deterrent effect on the EPA’s rampant abuses, 
the rogue agency’s ongoing exercise of regulatory despotism is 
a clear sign that something more than a punitive judgment (paid 
for by the taxpayers) is needed. The EPA’s SWAT raids have 
continued, and the agency has become the Obama administra- 
tion’s prime tool for usurping legislative powers and wreaking 
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executive fiat. 

This past June, EPA Ad- 
ministrator Gina McCarthy 
announced the Obama admin- 
istration’s new restrictions on 
electrical power plants, sup- 
posedly aimed at combating 
the (non-existent) threat of 
global warming by drastically 
cutting carbon dioxide emis- 
sions. A clue to the destructive 
potential of this unconstitu- 
tional EPA mandate can be 
found in the praise heaped on 
it by Daily Beast writer Jason 
— Mark, who saw the “numbing- 
ly complex” nature of the new 
regulations as cause for rejoic- 
ing. “You can think of the power plant rules as Obamacare for 
the atmosphere,” exulted Mark. And, like ObamaCare, the costs 
will continue to skyrocket, if Congress allows the EPA mandates 
to stand. In addition, more power plants will shut down and our 
power grid security will be compromised, with brownouts and 
blackouts becoming more and more common. 

But the power plant rules are only the tip of the iceberg. The 
agency is now asserting that “intermittent, and ephemeral streams, 
are physically, chemically, and biologically connected to down- 
stream rivers via channels and associated alluvial deposits” and 
are thus under EPA control. The same applies, says the EPA, to 
“vernal pools” and “prairie potholes.” 

Obama’s EPA has grand visions of controlling everything 
under the sun: soot, road dust, rainwater runoff, pesticides, 
chlorine, methane, ozone, chlorofluorocarbons, and, most es- 
pecially, CO,, which, far from being a pollutant, is a beneficial 
gas that is essential for plant life on this planet. All of the EPA’s 
claims, naturally, are aimed at protecting the environment and 
are based on sound science. Right? If so, why has the agency 
refused to allow independent scientists to review its work and 
even stonewalled congressional subpoenas to release the “sci- 
ence” it is using to impose hundreds of billions of dollars in 
costs on Americans? 

On November 19, the U.S. House of Representatives passed 
H. R. 4012, “The Secret Science Reform Act,” to prohibit the 
EPA from “proposing, finalizing, or disseminating regulations 
or assessments based upon science that is not transparent or re- 
producible.” A better approach would be to follow the proposal 
of Representative Steve Stockman (R-Texas) to abolish this un- 
constitutional monstrosity, a solution that this magazine, along 
with the late Milton Friedman, Dr. Ron Paul, and many other 
freedom advocates have championed since the EPA’s misbegot- 
ten birth in 1970. Hf 
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